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A PARTICULAR 
E N QUE RY 
INTO THE 


DOCTRINE 


OP AN 


ETERNAL FILIATION. 


T is not without much anxiety of thought 
and diffidence that I preſume to make a par- 
ticular enquiry into the doctrine relative to the 


Filiation of the Son of God. Deeply awful is 


the ſubject, and important, and without the moſt 
guarded attention may be miſrepreſented, and 
moſt certainly will, if, forſaking the light which 
the Scriptures afford us, we preſume to decide 
upon it by the reaſoning of conjecture or imagi- 
nation, or by the authority of long eſtabliſhed 
opinions. Theſe I wiſh totally to diſcard, and 


humbly truſt that I ſhall offer nothing to the 


B reader 


2 1 


render apon the ſubject, which does not flow 
from thoſe ſacred fountains of truth, that are 
alone infallible authority for the doctrines of 
Chriſtiapity., 

The object which I have in view by - the en- 
quiry is certainly of very great conſequence, and, 
if ſucceſsfully accompliſhed, cannot but be at- 
| tended with very beneficial effects. For ſuch 
aſſuredly may be called the removal of thoſe 
difficulties, which obſtruct many well meaning 
perſons from the full acknowledgement of our 
Lord's divinity. Such alſo muſt be accounted, 
if it can be accompliſhed, the total ſubverſion of 
that ſyſtem by which Arianiſm hitherto hath 
been ſupported. The chief pillar on which the 
Arians reſt themſelves, is the doctrine of the 
Eternal Filiation of the Son of God. This doc- 
trine, if ſhewn to be unfounded, leaves them 
without any apology for their error, and, as 
Arians, they will no longer be able to advance 
and ſupport thoſe opinions, with which they have 
perplexed themſelves, and the minds of thoſe 
who have attended to them. 

As then ſuch are the beneficial effects which 
I hope and truſt will flow from the preſent en- 
quiry, let me beſpeak the reader's candour to 
attend me. Let me flatter myſelf, that I ſhall 
not be condemned even if I ſhould prove unſuc- 
ceſsful, and that whereinſoever I ſhall fail will 
be imputed to the weakneſs of a good intention, 
rather 
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| EM than to determined error, or the wilkul- 


nels of a perverſe min. 
It is pretty generally acknowledged, "back by 


antient and modern writers, that the Gnoſtic 
hereſy was the root from whence originated the 
Arian ; although, perhaps, they have not quite 
ſatisfactorily exemplified in what manner. | 
The Gnoſtic hereſy, as is well known, con- 
ſiſted of a great variety of wild and phantaſtic 
conceits; wherein it was affirmed, that our 
Lord was an inferior being, ſent from the Ple- 
roma to inhabit the form of a human ſubſtance. 
By degrees theſe errors became accumulated ; 
and in the ſecond century Valentinus had re- 
duced. the whole into a fort of ſyſtem, diſtin- 
guiſhing and characteriſing their various imagi- 
nary ons, together with their reſpective gene- 
rations; which generations Ptolemy had the 
effrontery to endeavour to juſtify by an appeal 
to the Goſpel of St, John, from whom they af- 
fected to have derived their terms Au, X 
pic, Movoyerys, &c, This may be ſeen more at 


large in Irenæus, lib. i. and ſeems plainly to re- 


fute the opinion of ſome ingenious men, who 


have imagined that St. John borrowed theſe 


terms from the Gnoſtics; whereas Irenæus puts 


it beyond a doubt that the Gnoſtics profeſſed to 


have received the knowledge of theſe terms 
trom St. John, and to uſe them in the ſame 
ſenſe as he did. This, however, I only mention 

B 2 by 


e 


——_— + a ts — — 
— 
we „% I CE — Ez _- 


— > * £44 — * — to ett * 7 s . . 32 — * * 

we * 2 we BE 5 * — mM * — d 
L r RR er aro Pe Ee" 

r e n So OY rs 4 F ²˙ Qũ'ꝶ Pio 74s ers 


1 mY 
n 


| 
Y 
| 
| 


[ 4 1 


by the way. That which I chiefly intend to 


ſuggeſt to. the reader at preſent is, that in this 
generation of the phantaſtic Aons of the Gnoſ- 
tics was laid the firſt foundation of that doctrine, 
which teaches that a Son was eternally genes 


rated in the Divine nature. 1 
Ihe poſition appears to me to be moſt aflur- - | 


edly certain, that no ſuch doctrine is the doctrine 
of Scripture : and although this, as being a ne- 
oative, I do not pretend to prove; yet I think 
ſuch arguments may be produced to juſtify the 


poſition, as can be deemed very little ſhort. of 


prongs 


The very learned and ceſpeklable Biſhop Pear- 


fon, who I ſuppoſe had examined this matter 
with as much accuracy as any man, in proof that 


God always had a Son appeals to the prophecy 
of Agur. The learned Prelate's. words are, 
« The communication of the Divine Eſſence 
« by the Father is the generation of the Son; 
«© and Chriſt, who was eternally God, not from 


* himſelf, but from the Father, is the Eternal 
Son of God. That God always had a Son, 


te appeareth by Agur's queſtion in the Proverbs 
e of Solomon; Who hath eftabliſhed all the ends 
&« of the earth? What is his name? and what 


« 275 his Son's name? If thou canſt tell.” But 


how this ſhould be a proof that God always had 
a Son generated in his own Divine nature, is, I 
own, beyond my conception. As Agur's words 

So ihe are 


13 1 


are expreſsly diſtinguiſhed to be a prophecy, they 


may be a prediction of a Son of God who ſhould 
be manifeſted to the world ; but farther than 
this, by any mode of reaſoning that I am ac- 
quainted with, they do not ſeem to extend. In- 
deed, if the doctrine of the Eternal Generation 
is preſuppoſed and adopted, the queſtion may be 
appealed to as corroborating and confirming the 
ſuppoſition. But the point is, Does the queſ- 
tion of Agur poſitively and in plain terms de- 
clare the doctrine of the Eternal Generation? 
This, I preſume, I may aſſuredly ſay it does not. 
It is merely a paſſage which may be thought to 


7 coincide with the doctrine when it is preſup- 


poſed; but without the preſuppoſition cannot be 
conceived to teach the doctrine, or any thing 
appertaining to it. Let us for a moment diveſt 
ourſelves of all recollection of the doctrine of the 
Eternal Generation; let us ſuppoſe that no ſuch 
doctrine had ever been known in the world; and 


then let us fairly and honeſtly ſay, whether the 


words of Agur would convey to us any imagina- 
tion of any ſuch doctrine. Aſſuredly he that 
had not heard of the doctrine, nor prepoſſeſſed 
his mind with an idea of it, never could be in- 


duced from theſe words to infer its truth; for 


although they may ſeem to imply that God has 
a Son, and even that they do not imply, if the 
words are conſidered as prophetical; yet they do 
not teach that the Son was cternally generated 
B 3 in 


1 
in the Divine nature; to which the words do 
not appear to have any kind of relation. In 
like manner with regard to all other paſſages of 
Scripture which are urged. in proof of the doc- 
trine. The doctrine is firſt preſuppoſed, and 
then the Scripture, from ſome imagined coin- 
cidence with it, is urged in proof of it. F 
There is a paſſage in the ſecond Palm, which 
is often urged in proof of the received doctrine: 
but drop the preconceived idea of an Eternal 
Generation, and then what do the words prove? 
« I will declare,” faith David in the ſpirit of 
prophecy, ** the decree. The Lord hath ſaid 
* unto me, Thou art my Son; this day have I 
« bepotten thee.” Now a decree is ſomething 
that is determined to take place, and muſt by 
_ neceſſity be prior to that which is decreed ; but 
that which is decreed is, Thou art my Son; 
ce this day have I begotten thee :” therefore the 
Filiation was poſterior to the decree. - It is alſo 
to be obſerved, that the word BVvN Lnpepoy 1s a 
word of time, and, if interpreted as we arg taught 
to interpret-it in the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, iv. 
7. cannot poſſibly be applicable to an Eternal 
Generation. Again, he limiteth a certain day, 
« ſaying in David, to- day, onpepor, after fo long 
te a time;” by which the ſignification of the 
word is fo fixed, that it cannot be applied to 
Eternity. What is here ſaid appears to be very 
_— confirmed by Pſalm 1 
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« wil] make him my firſt-born, higher than the 
« kings of the earth; therefore it was to be a 
future event. Again, Hebrews i. 5. To 
« which of the Angels ſaid he at any time, Thou 
« art my Son; this day have I begotten thee.” 
And again, .I will be to him a Father, and he 
* ſhall be to me à Son.” And again, When 
« he bringeth his firſt-begotten into the world, 
« he faith, Let all the Angels of God worſhip 
« him.” If he was the firſt, and eternally be- 
gotten in the Divine nature, this command to 
the Angels to worſhip him as the Son, whom 
they always had worſhipped as the Son, muſt 
have been ſuperfluous. 
In treating this ſubject it has been the's gene- 
rally prevailing error, that men have prepoſſeſſed 
their minds with an idea of the truth of the 


doctrine, and then have applied to the Scripture 


for proof of it, when at the ſame time their 
minds have determined that it is true without 
that proof: the abſurdity of which mode of 
proceeding can be exemplified by nothing more 


ſtrongly than by what follows. 


Our Lord ſays, John iii. 13. And no one 

* hath aſcended into Heaven but he that came 
4 down from Heaven, even the Son of Man, 
« whois in Heaven.” And again, John vi. 63. 
« What if ye ſhall ſee the Son of Man aſcend- 
“ ing where he was before.” Now if the mind 
is l with an idea of the Eternal Gene- 
B 72 „ 


[ 8 ] 
ration of the Son of Man, how aptly will theſe 


paſſages coincide with the idea, and how tri- 
umphantly might they be urged in proof of its 
truth ; although, taken apart from the mind's 

prepoſſeſſion, they are no proof at all of it. 
Conſider whether it is not exactly the ſame with 
regard to the doctrine of an Eternal Generation 
in the Divine nature, which the mind firſt de- 
termines to be true without proof, and then 
applies the Scripture to prove it. But quit the 
preconceived idea of an Eternal Generation, and 
then all that proof, which is imagined to be in 
the paſſages urged, will immediately vaniſh. 
What proof do theſe words afford of the doctrine ? 
% God ſent forth his Son; God fo loved the 
« World, that he gave his only-begotten Son.“ 


I apprehend they afford none, unleſs you ſup- 


poſe that God could not have a Son, except he 


was eternally generated in the Divine nature; 


which I conceive no man will ſay. The words 
indeed prove that there is a Son of God; but 
with regard to the manner how, or when, he be- 
came ſuch, they give not the ſmalleſt indica» 
tion. 


There is indeed a paſſage in Scripture, Ro- 


mans viii. 3. from whence it has been thought 


that a filiation, prior to the incarnation, may be 
inferred. For what the Law could not do, 
« in that it was weak through the fleſh, God 
% ſending his own Son in the likeneſs of finful 


cc freſh, 


Zap 
. 


191 
« fleſh, and for fin condemned fin in the fleſh.” 
From hence it has been thought that it fairly 
may be inferred that he exiſted as a Son prior to 
his being ſent in the likeneſs of finful fleſh. But 
here let it be conſidered that the paſſage is intel- 
ligible, and the expreſſion applicable without the 
inference. For who was it that he ſent? Evie 
dently his Son, e opowpar: org; wpapTing, not 
meaning thereby that he was his Son before he 
was ſent in that likeneſs; for the paſſage does 
not appear to have any retroſpect whatever: 
but the whole intent of it appears to be, to de- 
clare that he who was ſent in the likeneſs of 
ſinful fleſh, was the Son of God, without any re- 
ference at all to when, or where, he became ſuch. 
And as it is quite beyond the intention of the 
paſſage to refer to any thing of the kind, ſo in 
the ſame proportion the inference becomes an 
unlawful one, as the premiſes will not ſupport 


it. But even ſuppoſing that the inference was 


juſtifiable, ſtill it does not prove the doctrine of 


an Eternal Generation; which might or might 


not be true, notwithſtanding the inference. 

However, if the words of the Apoſtle are in- 
terpreted according to what appears to be their 
true import, there will not be the ſmalleſt pre- 
tence for inferring from them the doctrine here 
ſpecified. O Ocog Tov eauTs viov Twas; EV op- 
fr. Teprog apagriag, ** God ſending his own 


Son, conceived and born in a manner ſimilar to 


that 
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that in which ſinful man is conceived and born 
the Son of Man ;” or in fewer words, „God 
ſending his own Son in the manner as ſinful 
fleſh is ſent.” Now if you infer from hence 
the pre-exiſtent filiation of the Son of God be- 
fore his being ſent, you mult by neceſſity infer the 
pre-exiſtence of ſinful fleſh before its being ſent ; 
for otherwiſe the reſemblance and fimilitude will 
not hold in that reſpect, wherein it is evident it 
ought to conſiſt. Surely it is ſufficient that he 
is a Son when he is ſent, without requiring him 
to be a Son before he is ſent. The pre-exiſt- 
ence of the ſons of men, before their filiation by 
conception and birth, would be ſtrange doctrine, 
but perhaps not more ſtrange and inconſiſtent 
with Scripture, than the pre-exiſtent filiation of 
the Son of God prior to his Divine conception 


and birth, as related by St. Luke. 


It has been thought, alſo, that an eternal fili- 
ation in the Divine nature may be inferred from 
Hebrews vii. 4. where Melchizedec, having 
neither beginning of days, nor end of life, is ſaid 
to be made like unto the Son of God. If the 
reſemblance of Melchizedec to the Son of God 
conſiſted in his having neither beginning of days 
nor end of life, then the Son of God muſt have 
exiſted eternally as a Son. This is inferred too 
haſtily. The reſemblance is placed by the ſa- 
cred writer in the Prieſthood, apwuouwpevo; de rw 
vieh Ts Oc, peeve lepevs eig 70 o Ovens. Melchize- 

dec, 


11 1 
dec, we are told at the beginning of the chapter, 
was a Prieft of the moſt High God. He was 
King of Righteouſneſs, which 1s the interpreta- 
tion of his name Melchizedec, and King of Sa- 
lem, that is, of Peace. Without father and 
without mother,” becauſe neither- the names of 
his father nor of his mother are recorded. 
« Without deſcent,” for we know not of what 


family he was. Having neither beginning of 


days, nor end of life,” inaſmuch as the day of his 
birth or of his death are nowhere mentioned. 
« And remaineth, like the Son of God, a Prieſt 


for ever.” Here evidently the reſemblance of 


Melchizedec to our Lord is ſtated to be in his 


Prieſthood, and its continuance. The reſem- 


blance certainly cannot be conceived to be in his 


being AT&Twp, ApnTVeE, AyeveanoynyT0CG, DOT, As I 


humbly conceive, will the reſemblance hold in 
unre HpX1V muepwy, fenre dune reg Eywv ] but if it 
did, it would prove nothing, as no inference 
could therefore be derived from it that our Lord 


was a Son eternally generated in the Divine 


nature, fince without being ſuch he might be 
without beginning of days or end of life, and, as 
being the Xaoyog united with our nature, he cer- 
tainly was. 

There is a great variety of other paſſages 
urged in proof, as it is imagined, of the doctrine 
under conſideration ; but as they all, I believe, 


may be anſwered in pretty nearly the ſame man- 


ner, 


6 
ner, I ſhall not trouble the reader with them: 
only let the idea be diſcarded with which the 


mind is prepoſſeſſed, and the proof, which is 


imagined to be in the paſſage that is advanced, 
will appear to be altogether defective. I ſhall 
therefore now proceed to enquire whether the 
Scriptures do not poſitively teach and inculcate 
a doctrine different from, and inconſiſtent with, 
the doctrine of an Eternal Generation in the 
Divine nature; and this, as it N to es 
they moſt aſſuredly do. 

Different and inconſiſtent with it appears to 
be the doctrine of St. Matthew's Goſpel. Jo- 
ſeph, as we are therein told, is warned by an 
Angel concerning the Bleſſed Virgin, in theſe 
words, To Yop Ev auTy e, EX IIyeuuc r eg 
wy. TeZera de viov, and his name was to be 


called Jeſus, becauſe he ſhould fave his people 


from their fins. The Evangeliſt then adds, that 
all this was done that it might be fulfilled which 


was ſpoken of the Lord by the Prophet, ſaying, 
« Behold a Virgin & yas ECE. xa TECeTa view, 
Kai KAAETETs TO OVopucs auTus— Meg zuuñ 0 Oe. 
Now it is very extraordinary that the Evangeliſt, 


in recording the circumſtances which related to 


the birth of this Divine perſon, ſhould be en- 
tirely filent concerning his being the eternally 
generated Son in the Divine nature, if ſuch had 
been the fact. He is very exact in recording 
that the Virgin ſhould conceive and bring forth 

a Son; 
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a Son ; he is exact in recording that his name 
ſhould be called Jeſus; and he is particular in 
applying and explaining the Prophecy relative 
to his Divine nature; but not a word is ſaid, or 
the ſmalleſt hint given, of his being the eternally 
generated Son of God. He tells us plainly and 
poſitively that he was Meg ypwv 0 Occ, But 
| ſurely, if he had been acquainted with any ſuch 
doctrine, he would have ſaid o viog Oe: But he 
is altogether filent with regard to any ſuch mat- 
ter; and therefore ſince neither expreſsly, nor 
by implication, can his words be referred to any 
ſuch thing, we ſhall ſurely be unjuſtifiable in 
going beyond him, and in teaching that he is the 
eternally generated Son of God, when the Evan- 
geliſt only and expreſsly teaches that he is 6 

Oeoc;. 11 0 
I might urge the very firſt words of St. Mat- 
thew's Goſpel, as militating moſt ſtrongly againſt 
the doctrine of an Eternal Generation. BIND 
yevereu; Ino Xpige, the book of the generation of 
Jeſus Chriſt: for here either the Evangeliſt 
hath not given us the true yo; of Jeſus Chriſt, 
or the doctrine of an Eternal Generation is merely 
of human invention. It is true, Dr. Hammond, 
who never can be mentioned but with reſpect, 
on account of his abilities and ſtedfaſt attach- 
ment to the Church of England and the Chriſ- 
tian faith, puts an interpretation upon the word 
yeverewg, Which will not at all accord with our 
7 | tranſlation ; 
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tranſlation; and becauſe the word does not ne- 
ceſſarily ſignify birth or generation, but may, 
and often does, ſignify events, facts, &c. He 
therefore would give it in this place the lat ter 
fignification. But this ſignification, I fear, he 
wiſhed to give it, merely that it might not ſtand 
in the way of the received doctrine of the Eter- 
nal Generation. For as the words BIN tyee- 
ce are immediately connected with the gene- 
alogical account of the filiation which follows; 
therefore it ſeems that they muſt be primarily, 
if not altogether, referred and limited to that 
only. But I paſs on to the Goſpel of St. Luke, 

St. Luke, in recording what relates to the 
conception and birth of our Lord, tells us, that 
an Angel addrefling the Virgin Mary, faith thus 
to her: Fear not, Mary, for thou haſt found 
« favour with God: And behold thou ſhalt con- 


« ceive in thy womb, and ſhalt bring forth a 


% Son, and thou ſhalt call his name Jeſus. He 
« ſhall be great, and /hall be called the Son of 
« the Higheſt.” | 

And again he faith to ee, « The Holy Ghoſt 
« ſhall come upon thee, and the power of the 
« Higheſt ſhall overſhadow thee, dis x To ye- 
ve &yiov #AmI1oera vic Oer, Therefore allo 
« that holy thing which ſhall be born of thee 
ſhall be called the Son of God.” Aw propter 
quod, on which account, for which reaſon, he 


* 


* 


ball be called the Son of God. By what au- 


thority, 


L ns ] 


- thority, then, are we to ſay that he is the Son of 


God on account of any prior generation? Ob- 


ſerve it is here ſtated, that, by the Holy Ghoſt 
and the power of the Higheſt overſhadowing 


her, a conception and birth was to take place, 
and a ſon was to be born, and this ſon ſo born, Te 
ve ,,wiu ay, ſhall be called x1Incera vio Oe; 
ſo that it is evident from hence that his filiation 
as the Son of God would commence from this 
birth. Prior to that event he might be, and is 
ſtiled ro «9.01, but not uiog Oe; and therefore it 
ſeems to me to be in direct contradiction to the 
Evangeliſt to adopt a notion of a Divine Filia- 
tion prior to that event. The words of the 
Evangeliſt are ſo exceedingly. poſitive and plain, 
that one would wonder how the received opi- 
nion concerning the filiation ever could have 
been admitted: for if the 70 &yzov had been eter- 
nally generated in the Divine nature, he had by 
that generation, and by neceſſity, been the San 
of God; and therefore, as it ſhould ſeem, with 
reverence be it ſpoken, there could be no occa- 
fon for a ſecond filiation, in order to make him 
become what he was already. But here the fili- 
ation is ſpoken of as an event that had not as yet 
taken place, as an event that was to be accom- 


pliſhed at a future period, zAnIyverar ug Oeu, he 


ſhall be called the Son of God. Not a ſyllable is 
faid, or the ſmalleſt intimation given, of any 
Prior generation, which ſurely would have been 


given, 


— N — 
* — 2 yg - - 


K 


— 
P — 
zi —%«:) ——, „6 


1 

. 
1 4 
. i 

' 3 

3 
a 
30 

7 


TY, 


given, if it had been a fact, in order to guard us 
againſt conceiving that his filiation conſiſted 
only in his miraculous conception and birth ; a 
doctrine which the words of St. Luke do ſo 
plainly and forcibly point out to us. If the title 


of Son of God was to be given to him in conſe- 


quence and on account of his wonderful con- 
ception and birth of the Bleſſed Virgin, then are 


we not to look for the origin of that title in any 
prior generation : but St. Luke's words are too 
plain to be miſtaken, and therefore the conſe- 


quence cannot be denied. 

Different likewiſe, and inconſiſtent with the 
idea of an Eternal Generation, is the doctrine of 
St. John's Goſpel. The Xe, he tells us, ex- 
iſted from all eternity with God, and was God, 


and he made all things, and without him was 


not any thing made that was made; and this 
Aoyos Taps eyevero, and we beheld bis glory, that 
is, the glory of the xoyos when he became fleſh ; 
e the glory as of the only-begozten of the Fa- 
ther.” Here then we have the ro ay yerupe- 
voy of St. Luke. Here we have the Meg yuwy 0 


' Qeog of St. Matthew; and his pre-exiſtence de- 


cidedly determined to have been not as the viog, 


but as the aoyes, for it was the Aoyog who Tape 
eye, , that was manifeſted to us in that incar- 


nation in the glory of the Son of God. The 


Evangeliſt doth not mention the ſeveral particu- 
lars relative to the mode of that incarnation, be- 
cauſe 


1 17 ] 


cauſe they had been ſufficiently, particulariſed by 
the two other, Evangeliſts, and becauſe his ob- 
ject was to ſupply. what they had omitted, and 
to inform us who, and how, the 70 dy exiſted 
Prior to the incarnation ; ; that he exiſted from 
all eternity. as the Mord, that he exiſted with 
God, that he was God, that all things were 
made by him, and that without him nothing was 
made that, was made: ſo that hereby the Evan- 
geliſt expreſsly confines. the filiation fo the union 
of the Word, with man's nature when he became 
fleſh. Why does he not ſpeak. of the ics. AS 
exiſting prior to the incarnation? for if he was 
eternally generated in the Divine nature, he 
then certainly did exiſt with God prior to the 
incarnation, and then it was the vieg who be- 
came fleſh. But St. John expreſsly ſays that it 
was the Ae Who exiſted with God, and who 
became fleſh ; and therefore the words of St. 
John are oppoſite, in the moſt direct terms, to 
the doctrine of a, Son ee generated in the 
Divine nature. 

To this Iiſee not what « can be oppoſed, but a 
conceit which I have already mentioned, and 
which appears to me. to be altogether ground- 
leſs, namely, that St. John, writing againſt the 
Gnoſtics in order to their confutation, makes uſe 
of the terms which they had introduced, and 
therefore ſays Aoyas, and not vos. But the 
Kale themſelves knew nothing, of this; for 
ib1002s c they 
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they appeal to St. John's Goſpel a8 = rp all 
their wild errors. Ovurws, ſay th ey, 0 Ic : 
ep. T1; TPWTNG Ku fe1TpIg Twi X Ah Oy dodo 
eαναν Ia rea yap eigne, N Xagu, Xa Movoyey, 


M* AN Nei, Ka. Noyov, Xu Zu, Kat Ard pwrrov, 


. ExxNU,,M. And Irenzus, who replies to this 
their mad perverſion of St. John's Goſpel, ap- 
pears from his anſwer to have known nothing at 
all of this conceit; for if he had, the anſwer 
would have been ſhort and deciſive, that his 
Goſpel was written expreſsly in oppoſition to 
them, and therefore could not be in favour of 
them; and that the terms Ilarye, Xapis, Movoye- 
ve, &c. were uſed by him purely for the con- 
futation of what they ſaid concerning theſe ſub- 
jects. But Irenæus, in his anſwer, is quite wide 
of any ſuch thing. He urges them only with 
their miſinterpretation and miſapplication of St. 
John; and that, according even to their o.] n 
ſtatement and rules, what St. John ſays will not 
agree with the diſtribution of their Rons. Ac- 
cording to them, he ſays, St. John will not have 
made any mention of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; 

for if he hath mentioned Tlarepæ x Nag, ous 


Movoyevn, &c. according to their hypotheſis 75. 


71 porn Oydoadog eg, ev 1 ubm Tyre; vori, 
Xe 0 T8 Twas Wa And again, that 
although St. John fays, ſpeaking concerning our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, whom he knew to be the 
Worp' of God, xa 5 ADs rage eyerero, yet that 

accor —_ 
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according to their hypotheſis, zx d noyes ca 
eyeero 3 and ſays that their miſapplication of St. 
John is like the contrivance of him who, ſe- 
lecting various lines of Homer, by an artful 
combination applies them to a ſubject of which 
Homer never thought, and then aſcribes the 
whole to Homer. Now this, and much more 
which he hath faid, he never would have urged 
againſt them, if he had known any thing of that 
ſhort and deciſive anſwer which might have been 
given, that St. John's Goſpel was profeſſedly | 
written to confute their doctrines, and therefore 
could not poſſibly accord with them; and there- 
fore I conceive the conjecture to be ill · founded, 
which ſuppoſes that St. John uſes the term A- 
7g, and not vios, becauſe he was contending. 
againſt the Gnoſtics. 4lrenzus,. lib. i. c. 1. in. 
& ſeq.) | 
St. John, I am perſuaded, uses not Ns term. 
Aoyes from any ſuch cauſe as that which has been 
here noticed. He uſes it becauſe it was a fact 
and the truth that the aye; exiſted eternally: 
with God, and was God, &c. becauſe the Jews. 
were well acquainted. with the term; for it was 
the Eternal Word who was with the Patriarchs. 
It was he who was with the children of Iſrael in 
all their peregrinations, and brought them in, 
and eſtabliſhed them in the land of their poſſeſ- 
ſion. There he protected and inſtructed them; 
_ he continued, notwithſtanding. their vari- 
ä C 2 ous 


[ 20 ] 
ous provocations, ſpeaking to them. by his Pro- 
phets, until at length they would no longer hear 
him; and then prophecy ceaſed, and he ſeemed 
for awhile to be withdrawn from them. But 
he hid his face from them only for a little while, 
for his mercy was not to fail, and he was again 
to come to his own, and to remember them 
with an everlaſting love, if they would receive 
him. He did, and, laying aſide his Divine 
glory, by a myſterious and inexplicable. conde- 
ſcenſion he ſubmitted to be united in one perſon 
with man's nature, and to be born as human be- 
ings are born, and by an incomprehenſible. ape- 
ration to become the Son of God and of man. 
Here, being a Son, he ſubmitted himſelf as. a 
Son to the will of his Father, laying aſide his 
own will. Here, as the fon of man, he ſub- 
mitted to be treated as a ſlave, to give his back 
to the ſmiters, and his cheeks to them that 
plucked off the hair : but notwithſtanding. this 
humiliation, this inanition of himſelf, he never- 
theleſs continued to be, as St. John deſcribes 
him, the Ford who was eternally with God, and 
the Word that was God, but who had now 
aſſumed the character of uiog. And it is re- 
markable that St. John, although at the begin- 
ning of his Goſpel he uſes only the term Ae, 
yet after that he has ſaid, O Avycs oapy, eytvero, 
he drops that term, and conſtantly uſes the word 
Ties; and ſomething of the ſame kind ſeems.to 
occur 


121 

occur in the. beginning of his firſt Epiſtle, 
where, having firſt ſpoken æep r Noyes 'T1; Cn, 
he then afterwards in the fame manner adopts 
the term wives, © Our fellowſhip is with the Fa- 
ther, and with ru vis aur Inca Xęicu, to incul- 
cate into us, I: preſume, that it was the Eternal 
Word who became the Son of God. | 

And here I know not how to 1500 from an 
appeal to the controverted text, concerning the 
three heavenly witneſſes, which aſſuredly hath̃ 
this mark of authenticity, that it perfectly accords 
with the doctrine of the holy Evangeliſt in his 
Goſpel, and hath moreover this internal mark of 
its not having been foiſted in by any over zealous 
Chriſtian, that the words are, & Irn, 0 AOT ON, 
xa To ayiov Tivevue ; for had it been an interpo- 
lation, the word would moſt probably have been 
vios, conformable with the words preſcribed in 
baptiſm: and as che doctrine of the Trinity i 
always ſpecified to be that the Father, he Son, 
and the Holy Ghoſt, are one God; ſo the inter- 
polator would have made St. John aſſert of theſe, 
X05 % Os TE Ev EC; for otherwiſe the inter- 
polation would not have accompliſhed its object, 
in being a Scripture proof of the received doc- 
trine of the Trinity. The interpolation is ſup- 
poſed to have been made by thoſe who reject 
the text as ſpurious, conſiderably after the time 
of the Council of Nice, when the doctrine of the 
Eternal Generation generally prevailed; and it 
C 3 " was 
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was conceived that the Son, as a Son, was from 
all eternity God with the Father and the Holy 
Ghoſt. But what a wretched advocate for his 
ehurch's doctrine muſt the interpolator have 
been, to infert ſuch a text as this concerning the 
heavenly witneſſes, in proof that the Son was 
God from all eternity with the Father; a text 
that ſays it was the v, and not the Son, and 
which makes the Ae, with the Father and 


the Holy Ghoſt, atteſting, bearing record in 
Heaven, that Jeſus is the Son of God. If then 


the paſſage really is an interpolation, it is one of 
the moſt extraordinary kind that ever was heard 
of: ſo far from being calculated to anfwer; that 
it is calculated only to defeat its own purpoſes. 
For on a ſuppoſition that the Son was eternally 
generated in the Divine nature, the inſertion of 
this text, in order to prove that the Son, as 4 
Son, was a perſon in the Divine Trinity, would 
be to prove the direct contrary; and that the 
Son, however eternally generated, was not one 


with the Father and the Holy Ghoſt. This the 


text certainly does prove, when it aſſerts that it 


is the Word who is a perſon in the Trinity, and 


one with the Father and the Holy Ghoſt ; and 


that bet bear witneſs in Heaven to the filiation 


of Feſus, and that he is the Son of God, which, 


as clearly as any thing can do, diſtinguiſhes the 
Son from the Word. I know not whether this 


matter has been noticed before, but it well de- 
ſerves 


" 3 


xqore, 
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ſerves conſideration : for if this paſſage of St, 
John is genuine, as I am fully perſuaded it is, it 


affords evidence of the ſtrongeſt kind in oppo- 


_ to the. doctrine of an Eternal F iliation; 3, 
and in oppoſition to it alſo, I apprehend, 15 the 
doctrine of St. Paul. In no place howeper, 1 
am. confident, does he Juſt "9 6 
Galatians i 1. 4. Ors a 09e 70 enen 7s 


ares c 0 9 Oeog Tov viou auTs  YEVGp£VQU BG. 
w_ Neue, vr Porn eie 41101. 


Here then I aſk, in the firſt place, ſuppoling 
the, filiation to have originated, i in the womb of 
the Bleſſed Virgin, would there have been any 

impropriety in the expreſſion, « God ſent. forth 
his Son ?” IF there would not, as I think I may 
without heſitation, fay, there would not, Why 
ſhould: we ſeek farther ?. why ſhould we depart 
from what. is.ſo obyious, and hat lies fo directly 
before us, to roam beyond the bounds of all pof- 
ſible knowledge? We all know that, i in order to 
a true and real filiation, there muſt, neceſſarily be 
a conception and birth; and that where there is 
no —— and birth, human language will 
not allow us to ſay there is a Son. But here 
evidently, by the teſtimony of St. Luke, were 


both; Jeſus. was, conceived, and born of the Vir- 


gin Mary; and, for the reaſon aſſigned by. the 
Evangeliſt, was therefore to be called the Son of 
God. But I can read of no other,reafon, of his 
being ſo called, aſſigned by any of the ſacred 
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Romans, c. i. where, ſpeaking of the Son of 


according to the fleſh of the ſeed of David, and; 


being the Son of God, but that the proof was 


E14 } 


writers. The paſſage under conſideration nei- 
ther aſſigns, nor implies, any other reaſon of it, 
but the contrary: for when the fulneſs of time 
Was come, God eFC j ex yuvarees 10 "view 
ar eve, * ſent forth from a woman, him 
that was become his Son,“ not him that was 
his Son, eternally generated in the Divine na- 
ture: the word ye per excludes: all prior fili- 
ation. And leſt we ſhould miſapply; or miſap* 
prehend, what is here faid, the Apoſtle ſeems to 

guard againſt it by adding yevopeevy uno vob; 
ſo that the vi ar vevoeevor E* URmog, was 
VEVOLEVOY bro 222 not Tp0 TAVTW ανον]⁰⁴̊ This 
paſſage, therefore, of the Apoſtle appears to be 
in direct oppoſition to the doctrine of an Eternal 
Filiation. Oppoſite alſo to it is what he ſays, 


God, he writes, 78 youre 1 c eg AaCd 
KOT 0 cura. 2 & eg Jv; vis Oer Ev ate KOT 0% 
ve QC YVIWTUWNG 85 CVS UTE VEX c who was 


through the reſurrection from the dead, was de- 
finitively ſhewn or proved to be the Son of God 
by the power of the Holy Ghoſt” The words, 
I apprehend,-are' not to be conſtrued as if the 
power of the Holy Ghoſt was the proof of his 


E avaguctu; vexpuy, that he was born the Son of 
God by the power of the Holy Ghoſt. For it 
was OP the power of the Fre Ghoſt that he 


Was 
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was born the Son of God, and the reſurrection 
from the dead was the definitive proof that he 
was ſo born; and herein the Apoſtle perfectly 
accords with both St. Matthew and St. Luke. 
If, then, Jeſus was limited to be the Son of 
God by reaſon of his conception and birth by 
the power of the Holy Ghoſt, or, as the Apoſtle's 
language is here, en duvapee: xaTa  mveupua' ayit= 
qurns, which amounts to tlie fame, we ſurely cannot 
but be greatly reprehenfible if we ſeek: farther, 
or preſume to aſſign cauſes different from this, 
and which are the iſſues only of our own uncer= 
tain ſpeculations. From the Scripture only we 
have our information that Jeſus is the Son of 
God; by the Scripture only therefore are we to 
be directed concerning the cauſe and manner of 
it; and ſpeculations, without decided 'pofitive- 
Scripture proof, are on this e — n 
miſſible. 03 | 
And as the Scriptures appear to be totally: un- 
acquainted with, and in direct oppoſition to, the 
doctrine of an Eternal Filiation, ſo J believe 
alſo were the Primitive and Apoſtolical Fathers: 
in whoſe writings there do not appear to be any 
traces of any ſuch doctrine. In the Epiſtle of 
St. Ignatius to the Epheſians, vii. we have a paſs 
ſage that is in as direct oppoſition to it as is 
poſſible, where he ſpeaks of our Lord as-1yewmro; 
xa wyevyre;, The whole paſſage I will tran- 
ſeribe. Eis Iaręos 659w Tupurog e EE log, 
ö eννν 
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If the holy Martyr had known any thing of 
the doctrine of an Eternal Filiation, he durſt not 
have expreſſed himſelf in this manner; or if he 
had, and the doctrine had really been the doc- 
trine of Seripture, he could not have eſcaped 


without moſt ſevere cenſure; but no cenſure has 
been-caſt-upon-him on this account. Indeed in 


later times men have tried. to vba away the 
expreſſion ;: but the motive of this being ſo very 
evident, little 20 4s:to- * pak to their con- 
trivances. [29501 not 

Cotelerius, in this; note. apon this paſlage, = 
bours very unſatisfactorily in order to give the 
ſenſe of non factus to aryevyro; 3 but whether 
written with a ſingle or a double „ is of no man- 
ner of conſequence, ſince, however written, be- 
fore the ſignification of non factus can be applied 
to it, it muſt firſt ſignify ingenitus. The inter- 
polator bf Ignatius, who lived probably ſome- 


where in the fourth century, well knew that the 
term ayeryyro; could not be accommodated to 


the doctrine then in cireulation, with regard to 


the filiation of our Bleſſed Lord; and therefore 
be cortupts and perverts the whole paſlage, La- 
po de Yay — 0 uoνο o Oeog, 0 e | 


Ks: ATgOT TOS," 0 roy okwv Ke Tou de fOvoyevou 
_ a4 ven , and then, in order to deſtroy 
all 
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all poſſibility of applying * 0g 7 to Jeſus 
Chriſt, he adds ne mne o * a,ne¼r 
vioy peavayevy Haw Xoyor.' . Pit Dod 
In his Epiſtle to — uti his 1 85 

alſo are remarkable; where, ſpeaking of our 

Lord, he fays of him, Mud ore ex yevoug Aa 
X&T2  THpxa, uin Oeou Kart Ne,; xa dk%ͥh 

cov ee % ahh en rag Nen. If we inter- 

pret theſe latter words, as aſſuredly they may be 
interpreted, Born truly the Son of God of 
the Virgin, according to the will and power of 
God,“ they are in direct oppoſition: to the doc- 

trine of an Eternal Filiation, and expreſs plainly 
the ſame doctrine as St. Luke's. In our printed 
copies, indeed, the words are pointed ſo, as if they 
were not to be interpreted in this manner; but 
moſt probably the pointing is wrong, as the word 
emu; is twice uſed; “ being any; of the 
race of David, according to the fleſh, and axn- 
« Yo; born the Son of God, of the Virgin, ac- 
G4 cording to the will and power of God.” As he 
was in truth of the race of David according to 


the fleth, fo was ns in 2 eruth born .the Son of 
won of the Virgin. by 943g Ont ary 4 nts we 
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' Clemens, in his gl Epiſtle to the Corinthi- 
ans, xxxii. ſays, EZ aur (Oes /crlicet ) ò 'xupicg 
Lug ru kara Tape. T he expreſſion, perhaps, 
is ſingular; but it ſeems to intimate, that in his 
conception, EF auri we 1 To xaru Yeormra, which 
you he muſt have been if he was eternally gene- 

rated 
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rated in the Divine nature; and therefore it ap- 
pears that Clemens alſo was a ſtranger to this 
doctrine. And this appears yet more plainly by 
what he ſays in his ſecond Epiſtle, ix. O Ines 
Xotg'og 0 KupioG, '0 Twras ia wv pare age 
Tveuuc,, EyeveTo Taps, „xa OUTWG TAG kN. 
Had he known any thing of the doctrine of an 
Eternal Filiation, or had it been current in his 
days, he naturally would have ſaid, who being 
Arſt the eternal Son of God, became fleſn; but 
he fays, wv pev T0. Tpwrov & ufer. 

In what remains to us of the Greek of the 
Epiſtle of Polycarp, there does not appear to be 
any thing which requires to be particularly no- 
ticed. But in the antient Latin verſion of this 
Epiſtle, xii. we have theſe words, Deus aurem 
& pater Domini noſtri Feſu Chrifti ; et ipſe ſem- 
piternus Pontifex, Dei Filius Chriſtus Feſus, 
 eedificet vos, &c. This ſurely does not favour 
at all of the received doctrine; for had he known 
any thing of it, he moſt probably would have 
faid Sempiternus Filius Dei, or Sempiternus Pon- 
tifex & Filius Dei; fo that it is very probable 
that he knew nothing of the received doctrine. 

In the Paſtor of Hermas I have not met with 
any thing properly applicable to the ſubject, 
either the one way or the other; nor much in 
the Epiſtle of Barnabas. There i is, indeed, in 
St. Barnabas one ſolitary expreſſion, which may 
be laid hold of by thoſe who favour the doctrine 

of 
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of an Eternal Filiation, Ouzev| d viox | Tov Ocovi 8g 
uro mA9s en caps; Which ſeems to imply that 
he was the Son of God before he came in the 
fleſh. But I do not think that there is much in 
this. Had it been dare oapra, it might then 
have had ſome little appearance of greater proba- 
bility ; but as it is, it Ggnifies only that the Son 
of God came, and was mpantleſient by the incar- 
nation. 

1 have before e chat, angus in the | 
Scripture it is ſaid that God ſent his Son, it 
is urged that he. muſt have been his Son before 
he ſent him; and fo in this paſſage of St; Bar- 
nabas it may be urged that he muſt have been 
the Son of God, before it could be ſaid that the 
Son of God came in the fleſh ; all which is very 
true in one ſenſe. But there is a fallacy in this 
matter, which may eaſily be removed, by conſi- 
dering what the Scripture teaches us, as hath al- 
ready been ſhewn ; that the Son of God was ge- 
nerated in the womb of the Bleſſed Virgin by the 
union of the xey0; with man's nature, through the 
power of the Holy Ghoſt ; that from thence be 
came e Tax; and from rhence God ſent his San 
into the world ; ſo that by this moſt amazing 
and wonderful generation he was moſt truly the 
Son of God prior to his coming in the fleſh; and 
Prior to his being ſent into the world ; which, 1 
apprehend, .is ſo full a ſolution of the difficulty, 
that I think we ſhall have no juſt cauſe to ima- 
76 gine 
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gine that St. Barnabas entertained any opinion 
upon this ſubject different from the other Apoſ- 
tolical Fathers, who certainly do not appear to 
have adopted, or to have known any thing of __ | 
doctrine of an Eternal Filiation. 
Concurring likewiſe with the Apoſtolical 
Fathers is the doctrine of the Apoſtles Creed, 
which, whether compoſed: by the Apoſtles 
themſelves, or after their times, very ſtrongly 
proves that the doctrine of an Eternal Filiation 
was unknown at that time, and plainly teaches 
that the filiation of the Son of God was in his 
being / conceived of the Holy Ghoſt, and born 
of the Virgin Mary.” I believe (faith the Creed) 
in God, the Father Almighty, and in Feſus 
Chriſt, his only Son our Lord; and then declaring 
how, and in what manner, he was the Son of 
God, it adds, who was conceived of the Holy Mi 
Ghoſt, born of the Virgin Mary; and all in 
ſtrict conformity with the doctrine of the Evan- 
geliſts. We all know, that, in order to a true 

and real filiation, there neceſſarily muſt be a con- 
ception and birth; and therefore the Creed, 
having affirmed that Jeſus Chriſt is the Son of 
God, ſubjoins the manner in which he became 
the Son of God, by a conception of the Holy 1 
Ghoſt, and a birth of the Virgin Mary; and this 1 

with the greateſt propriety, that we might not 

be left to conjecture concerning the manner in 
Which he was the Son of God. Now will it 
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not be à juſt and true concluſion from hence, 
that, with a reference to this conception and 
birth, he is ſtyled poroyans'? But then how will 
this term, thus applied, agree with the genera- 
tion of a Son of God prior to this eternally in 
the Divine nature ? For poroyerys will as truly 
ſignify that there was but one generation of the 
Son of God, as that ther $28: but one Senf 
God generated. nt 

It muſt not, however, be diggembled. that 5 
e theſe times the doctrine began to make its 
appearance, and the:Aoyog was: ſuppoſed to have 
been eternally generated by the Supreme Deity. ; 
which ſeems to have been the doctrine of Juſtin 
. Juſtin; Manys.was © 


= certainly a very reſpectable character, and a zeal- 


ous Chriſtian ; but, in point of information and 
Judgement, was not quite ſo accurate as might 
have been wiſhed. Originally he was a Pla- 
toniſt ; and when he became a convert to Chriſ- 
tianity, his mind could not diſcharge itſelf of 
thoſe principles which-it had imbibed in Plato's 
ſchool. Hence is it, that, in his endeavour to 
convince Trypho the Jew that Jeſus was the Son 
of God, he launches out into ſtrange unfounded 

' ſpeculations upon the ſubject; ſpeculations + 
© plainly the reſult of that philoſophy which he 
had imbibed before he became a Chriſtian. Ap- 
xm, ſays he, v ë²ꝛ TY rf WY 9 Oeog E- 
e Dννẽð, Ourapus ru ec burt, N And this 

| | | durahag, 
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dnnfeig, he ſays, was denominated the Glory of 
the Lord, or the Son, or Wiſdom, or Angel, or 
God, 'or Lord, or Word; and when he appeared 
in the human form to Joſhua, he was called the 
Captain of the Lord's Hoſt : and he adds, that 
all theſe names were given to him on account of 
his miniſtering to the Fathers' councils, and be- 
cauſe of his having been begotten by the will of 
the Father. And then in ſupport of this doctrine 
of the generation of the Son, he produces from 
Prov. viii. theſe words, according to the Greek 
tranſlation, Kupiog exTioe ps apxyy, odo aur as 
eye wrou, Kc. by all which he plainly incul- 
cates, although perhaps he might not intend as 
much, that the Son is a creature, diſtinguiſhed 
from other created beings only by his being the 
firſt of the creation. Thus the Jew plainly in- 
terpreted what he ſaid, and therefore in reply 
naturally enough ſays to him, Let him be the 
Lord, and Chriſt, and God, of you Gentiles, 
who are called Chriſtians: we are the worſhip- 
pers of the God who made him whom you ſpeak 
of, and therefore we have no occaſion to worſhip 
or confeſs him.” (Juſtin. Dialog. p. 283. 286.) 
Into ſuch difficulties will- all perſons be be; 
trayed, and fo unſatisfactory will be their argue 
ments, who, maintaining the doctrine of an 
Eternal Filiation, endeavour to juſtify the wor- 
ſhip of Chriſt as God. How this doctrine of a 
Divine Generation originated, never has been, 
| and 
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and perhaps never can be, ſatisfactorily aſcer- 
tained. That which ſeems to be the moſt pro- 


bable account of its origin, is what I have al- 


ready ſuggeſted, that in the generation of the 
ons of the Gnoſtics it had its firſt origin. 
During the Apoſtolical age, however the er- 


rors of the Gnoſtics were in circulation, they 


were not, during that age, worked up into any 
regular ſyſtem. Their Aons they then had, but 
as yet they were not claſſed and ranked according 
to their reſpective generations. But in proceſs 
of time, as Error is ever fertile in its inventions, 
and indefatigable in the diſtribution of them, 
their ons became multiplied, and in a regular 
ſeries were numbered to be thirty, or, as ſome 


ſay, two-and-thirty ; all of them inferior to the 


Supreme God, and at a greater or leſs diſtance - 
from him in power or perfection, in proportion 
as they were diſtant from him in the ſeries. In 
the fourth rank of this ſeries was placed the 
xoyog, which being in ſuch direct contradiction to 


What the Evangeliſt had ſaid, that he was with 
God, and was God, the Chriſtians oppoſed 


themſelves againſt this error, maintaining, I ſup- 
poſe, that the Ayos was mpo Teavrwy aww, that 
he was before all their Æons; and the ſame pro- 


bably they maintained concerning the Son, of 
whom they ſpake as yevouevo; mp0 TwT M, 


not meaning thereby, as I apprehend, that he 


Was Tpo xporwy aww, but, merely in oppoſition 


=. to 
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to the Gnoſtics, that he was ſuperior to all their 
Zons. But this term wyevopevos degenerating by 
degrees into yew, it thus. introduced an 
Eternal Generation of the Son, prior to all the 
Eons. I do not ſuggeſt this as the certain, but 
merely as the probable origin of the doctrine of 
an Eternal Filiation; which, as it appears to 
have no foundation in Scripture, and to have 
been unknown to the Fathers of the Apoſtolical 
ape, ſo muſt have owed its introduction into the 
Chriſtian world to ſome other cauſe. But whe- 
ther to this, or to any other cauſe, mark the 
event. They who came over from the Platonic 
ſchool, having their minds ſtored with Plato's 
ſubtleties and curioſity, when they found this 
doctrine among the Chriſtians, could not reſiſt 


the philoſophic itch, which they brought with 


them, of prying more deeply into it, and of ex- 
amining how it could be, and in what manner; 


and thus bewildering themſelves with the efforts 


of their own imaginations, they fell into various 


hypotheſes, and introduced a number of hereſies, 


which perhaps otherwiſe never would have been 
thought of. Hereby it was that Origen fell 


into his error concerning the Divine nature of 


the Son, wherein he is ſaid grievouſly to have 


| departed from the true Chriſtian faith, and to 


have opened the way for Arius to broach his 
doctrine ; a doctrine that has produced a contro- 
in the Church of Chriſt; which fourteen 


hundred 


2 
1 
1 


= > 
hundred years have not been able to bring to a 


concluſion, and which would not, as I conceive, 
be concluded in fourteen hundred years more, if 
the controverſy was to be till carried on in the 
ſame manner as it hitherto hath been carried on. 
For while the doctrine of the Eternal Filiation is 
maintained, all that hath or can be faid againſt 
Arius or his followers will be all wide of the 
mark. Neither he nor they pretend that their 
objection to the Divinity of the Son is derived 
directly or primarily from the Scripture. The 
Scripture they appeal to, merely as a collateral 


proof of the truth of their objections. The root 


of their objections is placed in the filiation. 
XZ Here Arius ſet his foot, and contended, and, as 
far as I am able to judge, with advantage, againſt 
his opponents. They indeed had inconteſtably 
the advantage over him in their appeals to the 
Scripture ; but the argument with him had no- 
thing to do with the Scripture, until what re- 
lated to their doctrine of the Filiation was ſet- 
tled. It was their own doctrine that the Son 
was eternally generated in the Divine nature: he 
therefore argued that he muſt be inferior, on that 


| account, to the Father. For that which gene- 


rates, muſt be prior to that which is generated; 
what is unbegotten, muſt be ſuperior to that 
which is not unbegotten. The Father was 
e&yevyTo;, therefore the Son, as being begotten, 
could not be God, as the Father is. Now what 
| "a anſwer 
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they had Weide ſucceſs, and the article became 


anſwer can be given to this, ſufficient to deſtroy 


the argument? A reference to the Scripture will 


not meet it, and will be evaded by urging that 


when Jeſus Chriſt is therein declared to be God, 
it muſt be in ſubſervience to the primary idea 


of his being eternally generated in the Divine 
nature, whereby he can be God only in a partial 
degree, and not the Ayevvyros. Ococ. 


Ove ce. un d viog, & Yap uv, ſaith Arius, mpw ye- 
dn. This, if the word ye4y9y bears the ſenſe 
which, in human language, it does, and muſt 


bear, is unanſwerable ; ſo that the Catholic 
Chriſtians have always been hampered in their 


diſputes with the Arians, by this unfortunate 
doctrine of an Eternal Filiation. I call it an 
unfortunate doctrine, becauſe ſuch it certainly 


hath proved with regard. to the Catholic Chriſ- 


tians, who have hereby armed and given force 
and vigour to the ſhafts of their adverſaries. 


How valuable the doctrine was to the Arians, 


and how neceflary to their cauſe, is evident from 


their ſtrenuous and perſevering endeavours that 


it might be perpetuated, by being made an ar- 
ticle in the Churches Creed. In their firſt at- 
tempt for this purpoſe, they failed ; for the ve- 
nerable Fathers of the Nicene Council would not 
admit it, although propoſed to them by a perſon 
of ſo much weight and influence as Euſebius. 
But in about 56 years after the Nicene Council, 


eſtabliſhed, 
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eſtabliſhed, as an article of faith, in the Creed of 
the ſecond General Council at Conſtantinople. 
How it gained admiſſion then, it is impoſſible to 
aſcertain with any degree of accuracy. The ad- 
ditions which have been made to the original 
Nicene Creed, it is conjectured by Archbiſhop 
Uſher, were made by the Fathers themſelves, or 
by ſome of the chiefs of them, after the diſſolu- 
tion of the Council, But as he offers this only 
as a conjecture, it cannot be admitted to be any 
thing more than conjecture; and therefore we 
may be allowed to ſuggeſt ſomething which ap- 
2X7 pears to be more probable, with reſpect at leaſt 
to the addition of the particular article now under 
conſideration. - . 

During the interval between the firſt and 
ſecond General Council, Arianiſm had prevailed 
to a moſt alarming degree; and it is the lan- 
guage, I think, of one of the Fathers—the 
whole Chriſtian world was amazed at finding it- 
felf become Arian. During this interval fell the 
venerable Hofius ; and even Liberius, Biſhop of 
Rome, if he did not ſubſcribe their confeſſion, 
communicated with the Arians. What wonder, 
therefore, if the article, during ſuch a period as 
this, diſtinguiſhed by the fall of ſuch men, was 
ſuffered to have a peaceable admiſſion into the 
Nicene Creed; and, being found there by the 
Fathers of the Council of Conſtantinople, was 


ſuffered to remain there as a harmleſs article of 
2 faith, 
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faith, although not a neceſſary one? Harmleſs it 
might be thought, becauſe the Creed was 
guarded by the Homoouſian doctrine ; forgetting 


at the ſame time that the doctrines, like con- 


trary and equal forces, deſtroyed each other ; for 


if the one was true, the other could not be true. 


And this the Arians were very well appriſed of, 
and therefore never made any objection to the 
doctrine of the Eternal Filiation, but invariably 
made it an article in all their own Creeds. Arius 
himſelf, when he ſent his letter to Conſtantine (ann. 
335.) wiſhing to have his own faith thought in 
agreement with that of the Nicene Fathers, ſays, 
« We believe in one God, the Father Al- 
« mighty, and in the Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, his 
“ Son, begotten of him before all worlds, God 
* the Word.“ In the four different Creeds of 
the Arian Council of Antioch (ann. 341.) they 
_ profeſs to believe in Jeſus Chriſt, ** begotten of 
* the Father before all worlds; fo the fame in 
the Councils of Sirmium and Ariminum ; and 
ſo allo, I believe, in all the other Creeds of that 
party, which were in circulation between the 
firſt and ſecond General Councils. | 
Here, then, a queſtion ariſes, and a very ma- 
terial one. It is, How happened it that the 
Arians, who diſowned the proper Divinity of 
Jeſus Chriſt, and who maintained that he was 
ee ux rr, ſhould adhere ſo rigorouſly to this 
article of the Eternal Filiation, if the doctrine of 


our 
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our Lord's Diziaity at all depended upon it? 
How happened it, unleſs it was from a perſua- 
fion that it was ſubverſive of the Son's Divinity ? 
For if he was eternally generated, then was he 


Ef eternally a Son, and then was he eternally poſte- 


rior to the Father, by whom he was generated ; 
for that which generates, if any meaning apper- 
tains to human language, muſt be prior to that 


which is generated, This the Arians well 


knew, and conſidered ; and this alſo they well 


| knew was not to be. anſwered and confuted by 


any efforts of human language or reaſoning, and 
therefore they adopted, and ſo perſeveringly 
maintained the doctrine, which, being main- 
tained by the Catholic Fathers themſelves, could 
not be objected to by them, either in itſelf, or in 
the inference derived from it. The connection 
of the term Eternity with it, could not deſtroy 
the ſignification of the word Generate, which 
is expreſſive of an action to which the agent 
muſt be prior ; and no human language will ad- 
mit of the words having any different ſignifica- 
tion. And therefore while the fact of the Eter- 
nal Generation was acknowledged, the argument 


of the Arians, as derived from that fact, could 
not but be valid and unanſwerable. Perplexed, 
then, and preſſed as the Catholic Fathers were 


with this unanſwerable argument of the Arians, it 
is moſt truly aſtoniſhing that they ſhould not have 


diſcovered their own error in adopting, and main- 


8 taining 


> . 7 
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i taining as a fact (for they thundered out ana- 8 
1} themas againſt thoſe who denied it) what has be; 


not even the ſlighteſt foundation in the Goſpel, 
as far as I have been able to diſcover, to ſupport 1 
Had they rejected the fact, as aſſuredly they 
ought to have done, it being unſupported by any 
authority of revelation, their perplexities, upon 
this occaſion, would have been all ended, as 
would likewiſe the Arian controverſy ; but by 
_ purſuing a different line of conduct, the contro- 
verſy has deſcended to our own times, and ſeems 
to be as far from being terminated now, as it 
was fourteen hundred years ago. 

In ſpeaking thus I acknowledge I may, wt 
indeed muſt appear to be bold, and perhaps raſh ; 
but the convictions of my mind, grounded on 
the authority of the Scripture, will not ſuffer me 
to retract, The pillar and ground of the Arian 
controverſy, is the doctrine of a Son eternally ge- 
nerated in the Divine nature. Diſown this doc- 
trine, and the controverſy is all at an end. The 
Son of God, faith the Arian, as generated in the 
Divine nature, muſt have all the neceſſary inferi- 
ority of a Son, and be poſterior to him by whom. 
he was generated; and accordingly ſo, they ſay, 
he is, repreſented to be in the Goſpel: for he 
can do nothing of himſelf. He came to do the 
will of him that ſent him. If he hath life in 
himſelf, it is the Father who gave him this pri- 
vilege. He does -not know all things; and if 

OK] he 
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he hath all power in heaven and in earth, it is 
given to him by the Father; together with many 
other ſimilar paſſages; all which directly coin- 
cide with the doctrine of Arius, and are fairly 
Ko urged in ſupport of it. But drop the imaginary 
doctrine of an Eternal Filiation, and adopt the 
true, genuine doctrine of the Evangeliſt, and all 
that confuſion, which otherwiſe appears to be in 
the ſacred writings, from our Lord's being repre- 
ſented as inferior, and ſubordinate, and ſubject, 
and yet as being truly God, and God bleſſed for 
evermore, vaniſhes like a vapour before the ſun. 
For it was God, the Word, exiſting from all 
if eternity with God, who condeſcended to lay aſide 
his own Divine glory, and to humble and make 
&Z himſelf of no reputation; it was this moſt gra- 
cious and Divine Perſon, who, by a marvellous 
birth and filiation, ſtooped to an union with the 
nature of man, and to. be born that holy thing 
which was to be called the Son of God. As 
ſuch, every character that appertaineth to a ſtate 
of filiation was his. He was ſubjected, and 
ſubordinate, and governed, not by his own will, 
but by the will of the Father. KaruCeCnxus tx 
Ts wpavs voluntarily having deſcended out of 
heaven, and YEVOLEVOG bog bro Voprov he was ſent, 
from the womb into the world. Tervynrog x. aye 
ro. As the former, he was /ent ; as ayewyros; 
his coming down from heaven was all his own 
re uncompelled act. He was the Word. 
who 
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who from all eternity was with God. He was 
the Word who was God, who was ANY % 
Oeog; and ſuch he continued to be, notwith- 
ſtanding his humiliating birth and filiation; for 
when he took our nature, he neither changed 
nor loſt his own nature, but was perfect God 
and man united. 

Hither, then, let the Aden direct his objec- 
tions. Here let him try what plauſible argu- 


ments he can offer againſt the proper Divinity of 


the Son of God. His former ſtrong holds are 
demoliſhed, and he muſt now either acquieſce 
with the Catholic Chriſtians, or deny that there 
is truth in the holy Goſpels. Of what uſe will 
it be to urge now that the Son is not as old as 
the Father, or that what generates muſt be 


prior to what is generated? The queſtion is no- 


thing of this kind. It is plainly nothing more 
than, whether it was the Divine and Eternal 
Word, who ever was with God, and was God, 
who became fleſh, and, by an inexpreſſible uni- 
on with our nature, in the womb of the Bleſſed 


Virgin, was born, and therefore was denominated 


the Son of God, agreeable to the moſt certain 
and indiſputable doctrine both of St. John and 
of St. Luke? If ſuch is not the doctrine of the 
Evangeliſts, let the Arian point out to us wherein 
we miſapprehend it to be ſuch. But if he can- 
not do this, let him bend down with us, and 
worſhip the incarnate. Word, caſting beneath his 

footſtool 


L 431] 


footſtool all that conceit and philoſophical pride, 


which is apt to lead its votaries into thoſe dark 


regions, where the light of revelation hath not 
extended, and which are the habitations only of 
the moſt deluſive phantaſms and deceit. | 


But it will be neceſſary for me to obſerve, that 


there is a paſſage (1 Cor. c. viii.) unconnected 
with the doctrine of an Eternal Filiation, which 
the Arians, as well as others, are fond of appeal - 
ing to, as deciſive, in their opinion, againſt the 
doctrine of our Lord's Divinity. I ſhall tran- 
ſcribe the whole N as it ſtands in our tranſ- 


cc 
cc 


ce 


lation. 


« As concerning therefore the cating of thoſe 
things that are offered in ſacrifice to idols, 
we know that an idol zs nothing in the world, 
and that here is none other God but one. 

« For though there be that are called Gods, 
whether in heaven or in earth, (as there be 
Gods many, and Lords many) 

« But to us there is but one God, the Father, 


of whom are all things, and we in him; and 


one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all 
things, and we by him.” 
This paſſage is thought to be involves as * 


terrnining the objects of the Chriſtian Faith 


againſt the errors of Polytheiſm ; which objects 


are God the Father, and the Lord Feſus Chriſt ; 


to the former of whom is aſcribed ſovereign do- 
minion, to the latter inſtrumental agency. 
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The anſwer to this is, firſt, that the paſſage is 


not rightly pointed. It ought to be pointed, 


% To us there is but one God, the Father of 
«© whom are all things, and we in him; and 
% one Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, &c.” The Apoſtle 
is not by any means drawing the line between 
God the Father and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, or 
aſcertaining the ſuperiority of the one, and the 
inferiority of the other: all this is quite foreign 


to his argument. He is arguing entirely againſt 


the Heathen Polytheiſt, and ſhewing how differ- 
ent the Chriſtian faith was from theirs. They 
had their variety of Gods, to whom they aſcribed 


a variety of offices and powers ; and they made 


them parents in their reſpective departments. 
Thus Saturn was a Harze Jupiter, Neptune, 


Apollo, &c. but we, ſaith the Apoſtle, have not 
ſuch a variety of Gods. To us there is but 


« one God; and this one God comprehends 


within himſelf all that the Heathen aſcribe to 


their multiplicity of Gods: for he is the univer- 
{al Parent, à Harne & r naνννẽỹ ou Ae eig ab- 
Tov, Where the Eis Oos is ſet in oppoſition to the 
Neo ToXAu, and the 0 IIærug 85 £ Ta rwwre to the 
various productive offices which were diſtributed 
among theſe numerous Gods. 
80 likewiſe to us there is but Et FOR in 
oppoſition to the Heathen Baalim; who with 
them were tutelary Kg, and, if I miſtake not, 
Dorngeg. We have, faith the Apoſtle, only one 


Kupzog, | 


diss have different ſignifications; but I do not 
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Kupiog, who is Incac, or the Cru Xpigos : ſo that 
what the Apoſtle here ſaith hath abſolutely no- 
thing at all to do with drawing the line of 
difference between the Father and the Lord Je- 
ſus Chriſt; and the paſſage, when appealed to, is 
totally perverted in its e and miſinter- 
preted. 

But it will be ſaid, whether it was intended 
or not by the Apoſtle as any part of his argu- 
ment, to draw the line between God the Father 
and Jeſus Chriſt, ſtill the line is drawn, and 
the Orog is he && 4 r Tara, and the * 18 


1, EW * x 
N bY 8. ; | 


Moſt true and certain it is that Oco; and Ku- 


ſee what this is to the purpoſe, for Oos is God 
alone: Kuguog is the Oeog xa: AvIgwrog. Is the Oeog 
in the OcavJgwro; leſs God becauſe of his union 
with the Tage A Prove this. Prove. 
that the amazing condeſcenſion of God, in hum- 
bling himſelf to an union with our nature, ſo far 
degraded him in his Divine nature, that he was 
leſs in his eſſence God than the Father. 

But if it did not, why is it not ſaid of 0 
well as of the Father, e? 4 r rh | 

The anſwer is obvious: becauſe thoſe words 
can be pronounced only of the Godhead alone ; 
but our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was not the Godhead 
alone: he was the Oeav ph, the Mediator, 
God and man united, “ £ ra Twre; and as 
| fuch, 
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ſuch, that is as Mediator, as Kupiog, it could not 


have been ſaid with truth of him F & ra ravra. 
eyevero, there was no 
mediatorial office, and conſequently no Mediator ; 
and therefore if e? V ra ravra had been ſaid of 
the Mediator, the @car3gwro;, it could not have 
been the truth. 


The whole matter, then, of the Apoſtle's ar- 
gument, appears to be this: With the Heathen 


there was a great variety of Gods, to each of 
whom, in his reſpective department, was aſcribed 
a parental authority and dominion, With us 
there is only one God alone ; and he only hath 
the whole of that parental authority and do- 


minion which was diſtributed among them. 


With the Heathen, alſo, there were xupio: W 0 NN., 


who acted as mediators between them and the 
ſuperior Gods. But to us there is only Eis Ku- 


piog, one Lord, one Mediator, Jeſus Chriſt. So 
alſo the Apoſtle ſpeaketh, 1 Tim. ii. 5. Eis yap 


Oeog, eig Ka peerirhs Ocov Ko avIpwnuv, AvIewros | 


Xpgog Inous. The character of Kupiog, or Me- 


_ &:71,, was undoubtedly diſtinct from that of the 


Godhead; and therefore what was appropriate to 
the one, could not be ſo to the other. But is 
this any proof that the Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt 
is inferior to that of God? If men can be pre- 
vailed upon to reje& the doctrine of our Lord's 
Divinity by ſuch arguments as theſe, we can 
only lament the weakneſs and poverty of their 
underſtandings. For the whole of the Arian 

argument 


[4] 
WT ccgument from this paſſage, when properly re- 
ſolved, is neither more nor leſs than this: cog 
and Kug.os are not words of the ſame idea. But 
our Lord is ſaid to be the Kupig d, & r ravra, 
therefore he is not co, of whom it is ſaid g f 
ra rar. And by the very fame rule it may 
be argued, Kugos and AvIpwre; are not words of 
the ſame idea. But our Lord is decidedly de- 
f 1 1 & clared in Scripture to be AvIpwro, therefore he 
1 | is not Kupiog. Such arguments one would think 
f peak olainly enough for themſelves, Wwithours re- 
quiring to be confuted. 71 l. 
But I am further to obſerve, that; vie the 
XX Arian appeals to the paſſage which we have 
X againſt the doctrine of our Lord's Divinity, it 
operates as ſtrongly againſt himſelf and his own 
doctrine ; and that if it is deciſive 'in the one 
caſe, it is as deciſive in the other. Arius him 
ſelf profeſſed to believe not only in God the Fa- 
ther, but alſo in God the Word ; againſt which 
ſaith the Eis © muſt militate as ſtrongly as 
againſt the catholic faith. But it militates 
againſt neither: and the whole miſtake in the 
application' of the paſſage ſeems to have ariſen 
from a ſuppoſition that when 0 Hara is annexed 
to eos, it is a mark or deſignation of the Deity 
excluſively. But poſitively I believe it may be 
athrmed, that in no one inftance in the New 
Teſtament is the Haryp denoted to be Oeeg ex- 

cluſively. 
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cluſively. The Eis Gees is undoubtedly the Ha- 
T1 £2 & r Tere; and Oo; undoubtedly is the 
Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. But as there 
is Oeos Ilarhe, ſo is there Oecg Ace, and Tveupea's 
Osog; and while this is the doctrine of the New 
Teſtament, as it moſt aſſuredly is, it can be little 


ſhort of the ſtubbornneſs of obſtinacy to Weener 
that the arne is Oeog excluſively. _ 

But let me not be ſuppoſed to Sis the 
e of the preſent day with obſtinacy of this 
kind. They are, 1 am confident, many of them 
perſons of real principle, and reject the doctrine 
of the Trinity, from a perſuaſion that it is not 
the doctrine of the New Teſtament. There 
they ſee repeatedly inſtrumental agency aſcribed 
to Jeſus Chriſt ; there they ſee a degree of infe- 


riority, and, as it were, impotence, attributed to 


him, which they think is totally inconſiſtent with 


his being opouriog rw Tarps; and they are ſtrength- 


ened and confirmed in this their opinion, by the 
received doctrine of the Filiation, which fur- 
niſhes them with an argument which never has, 


and I am perſuaded never can, be ſatisfactorily 


anſwered. For if he was generated, his genera- 
tion muſt have been poſterior to that by which 
he was generated. Obſtructed by theſe diffi- 
culties. and precluded from a ſolution of them 
by reaſon of the received doctrine of the Filiation, 
what wonder is it if they have heſitated to re- 
ceive che catholic doctrine? What wonder is it 

if 
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66 
if they endeavour to accommodate che language 


of St, Paul to their miſapprehended conceptions 
of the Son of God? For the progreſs of the 


mind, when under miſapprehenſion, is juſt the 
3X fame as when in full poſſeſſion of certainty and 


truth ; and it diſplays the ſame eagerneſs and zeal 
in accommodating to error, as to truth itſelf. 


We muſt not therefore imagine that the oppoſi- 


tion of the Arians to the Catholic doctrine al. 


d oays proceeds from a determined perverſeneſs of 
XX fpirit, obſtinately refuſing to ſurrender itſelf to 
truth. It often proceeds from a very different 
cauſe: from the original and primary idea which 
prevails in their minds, and which, while it pre- 


vails there, being in dire& oppoſition to truth, 
truth itſelf will appear to them to be falſchood. 
Thus while the leading idea in their minds 1s 
that the Son of God is a Son eternally generated 
in the Divine nature, and while they fee in the 


Goſpel inſtrumental agency aſcribed to him, and 


that degree of ſubordination and inferiority, 


which by neceſſity attaches itſelf to the charac- 


ter of Son, their minds of courſe revolt from the 
catholic doctrine, which it is impoſſible they can 
receive while they maintain the doctrine of the 
Eternal Generation, interpreted as they interpret 
it, with its conſequences. Remove this diffi- 

culty, for it is the root from whence his error 
ſprings, and the Arian will no ae continue 


to be ſuch. | KL 
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Now if this difficulty can be removed, why 
ſhould it not? Why ſhould a diviſion and con- 
troverſy be ſuffered to continue among Chriſti- 
ans, when it may with ſo much eaſe and cer- 


tainty be diſmiſſed ? That we have ſufficient au- 
thority for rejecting the reccived doctrine of the 


Filiation, I imagine, will be denied by none, who 
Will allow that it is not ſanctioned by the Scrip- 
tures, which teach a doctrine that is in direct 


oppoſition to it: that it is not countenanced by 


the primitive and apoſtolical Fathers, who ap- 


pear to have been entire ſtrangers to it: that it 


makes no part of the primitive Chriſtian Creed, 
which is altogether in oppoſition to it: that for 
more than three hundred and twenty-five years 


it was no authenticated doctrine of the Church; 


and that at the Nicene Council it was reprobated, 


by being rejected by the venerable Fathers then 


aſſembled. If this ſhould be allowed, and how 


it can be denied I own I ſee not, what will there 


be to oppoſe againſt it ? There will be the un- 
interrupted admiſſion of the doctrine by the 
Church for more than fourteen hundred years. 
The weight of this, I ſcruple not to own, I ſe- 
verely feel; and if I was leſs perſuaded than I 
am of the truth of what J have advanced, it 


4 would terrify me from the publication of theſe 


papers. But I have not the ſmalleſt doubt upon 
the ſubject. To me the Scriptures, the primi- 


S tive 9 and Creed, and the conduct of the 


Nicene 
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Nicene Fathers, are irreſiſtibly plain and con- 
vincing; and therefore while my mind is im- 
pelled by theſe convictions, the reader, 1 truſt, 
W will make thoſe allowances for me which can- 
3 | dour will ſuggeſt, if 1 it ſhould turn out that I an 
W miſtaken, 

With regard to the doctrine's having been re- 
"XX ceived in the Church for more than fourteen 
hundred years, it muſt be remembered, that time 
and years will not cauſe that to be true which is 
falſe; and that it is poſſible to perſiſt in error 
for a length of time, as well as in that which is 
not erroneous. It is alſo to be remembered, 

with what very great reverence and eſtimation 
the world formerly ſubmitted itſelf to the de- 
crees of General Councils, which were believed 
to be infallible; and therefore that it is neither 
impoſſible nor improbable that error ſhould have 
lain concealed and unnoticed under the covert of 
ſuch an infallible ſanction. Men in thoſe days, 
{ who wiſhed to be conſidered as true members 
of the Church, would not only not ſee, but not 
| even imagine, that there could be any thing er- 
| Toneous in a doctrine ratified by the decree of a 
General Council, well knowing to what ana- 
+ themas they muſt ſubje& themſelves, if they 
dared to call in queſtion the truth of its decrees. 
This therefore may well account for the filence 
of the orthodox Fathers, if any of them enter= 
e any ſuſpicions concerning this doctrine. 
3 But 
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But with regard to others, who valued not the 
anathemas of the Church, the doctrine was re- 
jected in toto. They would not allow that God 


could have a Son; and maintained upon that - 


ſubject the ſame doctrine as hath been but 


too ſucceſsfully propagated over a great part of 
the world, under the banner of Mahomet, Ser- 


gius, a Neſtorian monk, who denied that Jeſus 


Chriſt was the Son of God, was an inſtructor and 


aſſiſtant of Mahomet ; and it was the doctrine 
and practice of the Mahometans, at their firſt 
appearance, never to ſhew mercy to any who 


ſaid that God had a SON, and joined a partner 


* with God.” 


Photinus, who was prior to Neſtorius, in the 
year 344 denied the doctrine of the Eternal Fi- 


liation; maintaining that there was no filiation 


until our Lord's conception and birth of the 
Bleſſed Virgin. There is ſomething extraordi- 
nary in the account which the ancients have left 
us of this man. He was Biſhop of Sirmium, a 
man of great learning and abilities, and of a moſt 
perſuaſive eloquence ; but, for controverting this 
article of the Filiation, he was proceeded againſt 


as a molt obnoxious heretic; and in the firſt 


council of Sirmium, being violently charged 


with holding all the errors of Sabellius and Pau- 
lus Samoſatenus, he was anathematiſed and de- 


poſed from his biſhopric. But the people, in 
their great zeal and love for him, would not 
ſuffer 
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ſuffer tlie decree of the Council to take place, 


and retained him, notwithſtanding, in his ſee, 
where he continued till the year 351, when a 
ſecond Council was held there, at the inſtance of 
Photinus himſelf, in the preſence of the Empe- 
ror Conſtantius. Here every thing was again 
carried againſt him: he was again depoſed, and 
by the Emperor's order ſent into baniſhment. 
His doctrine, as repreſented by Dr. Cave in his 
Hiſtoria Literaria, was Chriftum eſſe ov av- 
Iprrov ef ex Marid initium 'habuiſſe; ex quo in 
ipſam ſupervenit Spiritus Sanctus. And if ſuch 
were his principles and doctrine, it cannot be 
denied but that he was juſtly depoſed. But there 


is very great reaſon to imagine that theſe were 


not his principles, and that in the accuſations 
brought againſt him, he has been overcharged ; 
for it is pretty generally allowed that he acknow- 
ledged the Xoyo; to have been co- eternal and co- 
eſſential with God, and that the Xxoyor became 
fleth ; and therefore how this can poſſibly agree 
with his holding the errors for which he was 
condemned by the Council of Sirmium, I ſee 
not. It is very much to be feared that the 
whole of his offence conſiſted: in rejecting the 


doctrine of the Eternal Filiation; a doctrine 


which the Arians, who at this time carried every 


thing before them, would not ſuffer to be con- 


troverted with impunity; and therefore, in or- 
der to make him as obnoxious to the Catholics 
E 3 as 


E 


as he was to themſelves, they involved him, in 
their charge, in all the errors of Sabellius and 
Paul of Samoſata; and hence, when Conſtan- 
tius, with the Arians, depoſed and baniſhed him, 
the Catholics, both at that time and afterwards, 
approved of what was done. He wrote many 
things both in Greek and Latin; and one book 
in particular againſt all hereſies. Had this 
reached down to our times, we ſhould have been 
better able, and with greater certainty, to have 
determined what his opinions really were; but 
as we are at preſent circumſtanced, we muſt be 
content with conjecture and probability only; 
and that leads us to aſcribe the whole of his 
error, if ſuch it may be called, to the rejecting 
the doctrine of the Eternal Filiation; a doctrine 
on which the Arian cauſe entirely depended, and 
which the Catholics had now ſuffered to be in- 
troduced into their Creeds; and therefore they 
alſo became adverſe to all who oppoſed it. 

I have mentioned this inſtance of Photinus, 
in order to ſhew that the doctrine of an Eternal 
Filiation was oppoſed even in thoſe early days, 
and in anſwer to the queſtion which may be 
aſked, How happens it that no one ever diſco- 
vered the error of the doctrine till theſe modern 
times? The error of it was diſcovered and op- 
poſed during the prevalence of the Arian party; 
and they who oppoſed it were by that party per- 
ſecuted as heretics. It was oppoſed even after 

N that 


[, 8 | 

Sis party had fallen from their great power:j 
and there were perſons, I think, ſo late as St. 
*X Auſtin's time, who denied that there was: any 
XT fliation till our Lord's conception and birth of 
the Blefſed Virgin. Theſe, it is true, the good 
Father brands as. heretics; and no wonder, as the 
XX doctrine of the Filiation was now become an 
e ſtabliſhed article of the Creed, with which as 
he himſelf acquieſced, he could not deem thoſe 
to be other than heretics who oppoſed it: and 
after his time, the Church, becoming daily 
9 greater and more powerful, would not ſuffer any 
article which it had eſtabliſhed to be called in 
queſtion. Hence they who might have had any 
= objection to this particular article, ſuppreſſed it; 
that they might not become ſubject to thoſe ſe- 
verities which are terrible even to read, but were 
much more terrible in the execution of them. 
Let no one imagine, that, becauſe I oppoſe 
the received doctrine of the Filiation, I aſſume 
to myſelf a greater degree 'of wiſdom than the 
wiſdom of all antiquity. Far, very far from it. 
Truly venerable was the wiſdom of the ancient 
Fathers; and all deference ſhort of a flaviſh 
ſubmiſſion is moſt certainly due to their opi- 
nions. Very great reſpect alſo is due to the de- 
crees of General Councils; but their decrees are 
not always infallible. That they both may and 
have erred in matters of the greateſt conſe- 
en is the doctrine of the Church of Eng- 
E44. nn 
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not; on the contrary, as it ic 


mind, 


1 1] 


land; ſo that a doctrine is not therefore true 
merely becauſe it is ſanctioned by a General 
Council. We have a more infallible guide, by 


which we are to be determined in what is truth; 


and vain is the ſanction of a Council to any doc- 
trine which is not ſanctioned by the unerring 
word of Revelation. And this ſanction the ar- 
ticle concerning the Filiation, I apprehend, has 
interpreted, it is in 
direct oppoſition to what is revealed in the holy 
Goſpels. I ſay as it is interpreted, for it cer- 
tainly may be ſo. interpreted as to have nothing 


and unneceſſary. The Greek will fairly admit 
of being interpreted; . begotten of the Father 
& before, i. e. above all the ons, 


interpreted, of the eternal decree of the Divine 
Begotten of the Father before all 
worlds, by that decree which David, in the 
ſecond Pſalm, was authoriſed to reveal to us; 
and herein we ſhall do nothing more than what 
we are obliged to do, when Jeſus is called the 
Lamb, flain from the foundation of the world. 
Hence, in rejecting the doctrine of the Filia- 
tion, as it is received and interpreted, we. ſhall 
do nothing injurious to the credit of the Church, 
alva erit fides Ecelgſiæ, protected by that over- 
ruling providence of God, which would not 
_ 9 and unavoidable error to be fanc- 

tioned 


objectionable in it, except that it is ſuperfluous 
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| tioned by its Creed; for error there will ds 


Y none, except what will remain entirely with our- 
*8 ſelves, i we put an interpretation upon the words 
of the Creed which the Goſpel will not warrant. 


We are not unavoidably compelled to put a con- 
ſtruction upon the words, as ſignifying that a ge- 


gneration of the Son of God actually took place 
before all worlds. We may, and lawfully we 
may, interpret them as referring to the decree of 
3 the Divine mind, which was before all worlds; 
and then the article is in no reſpect oppoſite to 
the doctrine of the Goſpel, or to the tenor of the 
Scriptures in general. It is always in our power, 
and lawful for us, when words are fairly capable 
of two ſenſes, to adopt that ſenſe. which ſhall 


appear to us to be moſt conſonant with truth. 
In the preſent inſtance, that the words will ad- 
mit of two different interpretations, is indiſput- 
able, and therefore we have our choice whether 
of the two is to be preferred; and if, by referring 
them to the decree of the Divine mind, -they 
become freed from that oppoſition to the doc- 
trine of the Scripture with which otherwiſe they 
may be charged, there cannot be. a doubt but 
that we ought to refer them to it. 

If it ſhould be ſaid, that, by marine them in 
this manner, we ſhall give a ſenſe to the words 
which the framers of the Creed never intended 
ſhould be conveyed by them, perhaps it may be 
ſo. But what then? Muſt their intention bind 


us? Our faith is to be founded on Divine Re- 


velation 


6:98. |} 
velation' and Scripture truths, not on the inten- 
tion of fallible men. But it is not quite certain 
that it was the intention of the Fathers at Con- 
ſtantinople to limit the ſenſe of the words to an 
Eternal Generation in the Divine nature ; for in 
the Creeds which were circulated before the 
Council was held, the article under conſideration 
was thus expreſſed, ror & Ts Haręos yernyevra 
TPO MAVTWY TWV CuVLY TETESW EX TG u v TIa- 
7pog : but in the Creed eſtabliſhed by the Coun- 
cil, the latter words rg rem, &c. which would: 
have fixed it as their intention that the article 
ſhould expreſs an actual generation in the Di- 
vine nature, are omitted. The reaſon aſſigned 
of this omiſſion by ſome learned men, does not 
ſeem to be quite admiſſible. They tell us that 
it was omitted becauſe it would have been tauto- 
logical, the ſame thing being implied in the word 
c αοναναοοe.. But furely 5pozoic; does not ſignify the 
fame as yevnIevra tx 71G 200g T8 Tapes ; ſo that, 
for any thing that appears to the contrary, the 
Fathers might have omitted the words under 
confideration, as being unwilling to fix abſolutely 
the ſenſe of the article yewnI&ra mpo Tavrw Twv 
\ ewvwy, Whether, however, they did or not, the 
ſenſe of the article is not ſo certainly fixed in the 
Creed as to preclude us from interpreting it of 
the decree of the Divine mind; and if it allowably 
may be ſo interpreted, no Chriſtian ought to he- 
fitate a moment about giving it the interpreta- 
tion, fince hereby he will be freed from profeſ- 
DT) ſing 
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fing to believe what the Goſpel hath not required 
him to believe, and from a faith which appears 
to be totally unauthoriſed by any revelation from 
God: d 
One ee upon this matter, as I wiſh 
to meet every objection, however frivolous, 
which may be made to our interpreting the words 
under conſideration of the decree of the Divine 
mind. It may be ſaid, that by giving them this 
interpretation we ſhall be guilty of a degree of 
prevarication, which in a profeſſion of faith moſt 
aſſuredly ought to have no place. For when 
we ſay that the ſon of God was begotten of the 
Father before all worlds, we profeſs to believe as 
a certain fact the Eternal Generation; but when 
we put this interpretation on the words, we muſt 
neceſſarily profeſs a very different faith, and a 
faith which the words themſelves do not expreſs. 
In anſwer to this I am to obſerve, that herein 
we ſhall do nothing more than what we are often 
accuſtomed, and indeed obliged to do upon many 
other occaſions. He that at igt ſays, Give us 
this day our daily bread, cannot have a meaning 
preciſely anſwering to the words by which he 
expreſſes himſelf. When St. Paul ſays, 2 Tim. 
1. 9. that Grace was given us, in Chriſt Je- 
ſus, before the world began,” and Titus i. 2. 
that God promiſed that eternal life, on which 
our hope is founded, before the world began,” 
how can we mo theſe expreſſions other- 


wile, 


[ 6 ] 


wiſe, than by applying them to the decree and 

purpoſe of the Divine mind? Will there be any 
prevarication in this? Aſſuredly not: ſo neither 
will there be in referring the words begotten 
before all worlds, to the determination and pur- 
poſe of the Divine mind, who is generally repre- 


ſented to us, in the New Teſtament, as having 


predetermined our ſalvation, by Chriſt Jeſus, 
from all eternity. 

What other objection the ingenuity of man 
may invent againſt giving the article this inter- 
pretation, I know not; nor ſhall I ſtay to en- 
quire. It is to be lamented that the article ever 
gained any admiſſion into the Creed ; but fince it 
is there, and hath deſcended to us through ſuch 


a ſeries of ages, it is not only allowable, but even 


incumbent upon us to give it ſuch an interpre- 
tation as ſhall be conſiſtent with Scripture and 
with truth. To expunge it altogether, would 
be too bold and too hazardous an attempt, and, 
moreover, is not by any means neceſſary, as we 
can give a ſenſe to it which in every reſpect is 
juſtifiable: and as that is the caſe, every man 
who thinks with me, will, when he repeats the 
Creed, give it that ſenſe, and he who does not, 
will abound. in his own ſenſe; and if he is ſatiſ- 
fied in his own mind, will not be interrupted. 
So long as he has no controverſy with the Ari- 
ans, his perſevering in the old opinion may per- 


| haps he attended with no inconvenience; but if 


he 
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he attempts, under the influence of this opinion, 

to defend the doctrine of the Divinity of the Son 
of God againſt them, it cannot be but that he 
mult be foiled. Filiation is, by neceſſity, ſub- 
jection, ſubordination, and inferiority ; and ſuch 
it ever muſt continue to be, as long as the lan- 
guage of human beings prevails, and is intel- 
ligible ; and therefore if the Son of God was 
from all eternity in a ſtate of filiation, he was 
from all eternity in a ſtate of ſubjection, ſubor- 
dination, and inferiority: and then, however he 
may be ſaid to be in ſubſtance like unto the Fa- 
ther, yet he cannot be ſaid to be, what I moſt 
firmly believe that he is, equal in his Godhead in 
every reſpect to the Father. 

To the Arian, then, I fay, I difown your doc- 
trine of an Eternal Filiation. I deny it to be 
any doctrine either of the Scripture or of primi- 
tive Chriſtianity. I acknowledge the truth of 
what you ſay, that in reſpect of filiation a Son 
cannot be as old, or otherwiſe than inferior to 
his Father; and that in reſpect of filiation a Son | 
cannot have any exiſtence until he is begotten : 
and I fay that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt had no ex- 
iſtence as @ Son until he was conceived and born 
of the Bleſſed Virgin: but I fay that he had an 
exiſtence prior to that event, although not as 4 
Son, yet as God, That he was always er af. 
with God, and that he was God; that he be- 
came fleſh, was born, and by his 6:rrb became a 

Son; 
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Son; and by that birth ſubjected himſelf to all 
the conſequences of a ſtate of filiation, to all its 


ſubjection, ſubordination, and inferiority; but 
nevertheleſs he ſtill continued to be God after, 
as he was before, the incarnation; to be God 
the Son, as he was en agxy God the Word. What 
will, or can, the Arian oppoſe againſt this? Will 
he ſay that God the Word could not, if he 
thought fit, ſubmit to be born, and to become 
God the Son? or will he ſay, that by this ſub- 


"miſſion his Divine exiſtence was annihilated ? or 


will he fay, that he was no otherwiſe God than 
as he was the Son of God? But his Divinity 
was not the conſequence of his Filiation, but his 
Filiation, and his becoming the Son of God, and 
God the Son, was the conſequence of his being 
God from all eternity, as the doctrine of St. 
John moſt manifeſtly teacheth us. For as 'he 


was God prior to the incarnation, therefore 


when he ſubmitted to become incarnate, and to 
be born @ Son, he was, and by neceſſary conſe- 
quence muſt be, God the Son. 

Away then with all thoſe groundleſs objec- 
tions to the proper Divinity of our God and 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, with which Arianiſm hath 
infected and perplexed the minds of Chriſtians.” 
Away with all thoſe idle conceits, whereby he 
is repreſented as imperfect in his Godhead; as 
God only in part, as if he had not the full mea- 
ſure of Divinity. The doctrine of the Scrip- 

5 ture, 


k 
ture, and by that only we are to be guided upon 
this awful ſubject, is plainly otherwiſe - that 
he exiſted from all eternity with God, and that 
he was God. Will any one, then, who receives 
the doctrine of Scripture, be ſo infatuated as to 
ſay, that, by reaſon of his condeſcending mercy 
to mankind, he became diminiſhed in his God- 
head; and that thereby he ceaſed to have the 
full meaſure of Divinity? This either he muſt 
ſay, or ſubmit himſelf to the true catholic doc- 
trine, that he is very and eternal God, co- equal 
and co- eſſential with the Father, unleſs he chooſes 
to revert to the arguments which may be de- 
rived from the doctrine of an Eternal Filiation. 
But theſe will be all uſeleſs and idle, unleſs he 
can bring direct and unqueſtionable proof from 
Scripture of the truth of the doctrine. For un- 
til he hath fully eſtabliſhed this, and beyond the 
reach of controverſy, he cannot be heard. 

It is true, the philoſophic mind, which de- 
lighteth in attending to the dictates of what is 
called rational Chriſtianity, will draw back from 
the repreſentation here given. It has eſtabliſhed 
a criterion of the Deity within itſelf, and from 
thence it argues, as if from the plenitude of 

truth. If the Deity be as we conceive him to 
be, perfect and ſupreme, what will become of 
his Godhead when he is ſubjected and inferior, 
and not omniſcient ? What, indeed? The an- 
{wer will be, that he will then become what it 
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is impoſſible be ſhould be on the principles of 


ſuch a philoſophic mind. He will become 
what rational Chriſtianity will not ſuffer him to 


be. But here let me wiſh the philoſopher re- 


covered from his ſad deluſion. Rational Chriſti- 
anity! I thought our Chriſtianity had been a RE 
vEALED Chriſttanity, The world never yet 
heard of the promulgation of any other Chriſ- 


tianity. Whither then, philoſopher, art thou 


gone aſtray ? or what is it you mean when you 
make uſe of the word Chriſtianity ? Do you 
mean that ſyſtem of religion which is derived to 
us from revelation in the Goſpel ? If you do, 
what occaſion is there for the epithet rational? 
Surely there cannot be two ſpecies of Chriſti- 
nity ; the one rational, and the other abſurd and 
irrational, There cannot be a rational revealed 
Chriſtianity, and an irrational revealed Cbriſti- 


ag nity. Why then do you harp with fo much 


conſequential, I muſt fay, impertinence, upon the 
words rational Chriſtianity ; „ wiſhing, as you 
ſay, to fee Chriſtianity ſettled on a rational foun- 
dation, that it may be worthy of God?“ Is not 
then Chriſtianity ſettled on a rational foundation 
in the Goſpel? Will it not be worthy of God, 
uatil it (hall have been pruned and amehorated 
by your exertions? O fooliſh child of pride, 


deſcend from theſe towering heights unto which 


ſelf-conceit and the wiſdom of your own ima- 
gination have raiſed you. Conſider, I pray you, 
| Axgoov 
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Arco $i>orope. We are all of us, although fettled 


upon this lower earth, connected with the invi- 


ſible world, the world of ſpirits: of this we nei- 
ther do nor can know any thing while we are in 
the body, otherwiſe than by information. The 
utmoſt ſtretch of the human mind will not reach 
to the throne of God; neither is the world of 
ſpirits ſubjected to our ſenfible perceptions. 
Whatever knowledge therefore we may have of 
them, it muſt be all derived to us from informa- 
tion; and this information, if fully authenti- 
cated to us to come from God and the inviſible 
world, what can we, what ſhall we dare to urge 
againſt its truth? What fignify all the workings 
and contortions of our minds, when exerted 
againſt that information which is authenticated 
to us to come from Heaven ? Are our minds the 
efficients-of a revelation, or does it depend upon 


them ? Will not God and the inviſible world be 


other than ſuch as our minds appoint them to 


be ? How involved muſt he be in the darkneſs 
of philoſophical error, and how inſenſible of his 
own ſad ſituation, who can maintain that God 
muſt be that alone which an uninformed mind 
chooſes to determine that he ſhall be ? If God 
and the world of ſpirits exiſted only as the crea- 
tion of our minds, no idea of them would be ad- 
miffible, but ſuch as our minds ſhould adjudge 
to them. But ſo entirely is it the reverſe, that 
they have their exiſtence without us, and ante- 
F cedent 
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cedent to any idea that we may have of them, 


When therefore the knowledge of them is com- 


municated to us on the certain grounds of an 
undoubted revelation. from Heaven, our. minds 
are altogether unoperative, and are only the re- 
ceptacles of that information which the revela- 
tion communicates to us; and therefore we have 
nothing to do but to acquieſce implicitly, being 
incompetent to determine any thing but with 
regard to the reality of the revelation. Hence 
if the revelation is that the Son of God is God 
the Son, the mind hath no employment for itſelf 


on this occaſion but what conſiſts in the ac- 


knowledgement of its truth; for whether it can 
or cannot be ſo, the mind hath no powers 
whereby to determine. Powers it hath ſuffi- 
cient to determine whether the communication 
is from Heaven or not; but the thing commu- 
nicated lies all beyond its reach. What may 
be the conſtitution of the eternal nature, other 
than as we are informed, we know not : of finite 
nature, the nature of man, we are able to pro- 
nounce determinately. We can determine phy- 


ſically that it is impoſſible for him, as he is con- 


ſtituted, to tread the air or the ſea as upon a ſo- 
lid. We can pronounce with aſſurance that, as 
he is at preſent conſtituted, he cannot paſs 
through a ſolid without being impeded. We 
know that he is limited in reſpect of place, and 
that he cannot be in more than one at the ſame 

time, 


11 
time. Theſe, with many other things, we can 
determine with infallible certainty and aſſurance, 
becauſe we know the nature of man. But when 
we are told any thing concerning the exiſting na- 
ture of God, we can determine nothing beyond 
what we are told: all beyond this is involved in 
clouds and darkneſs. To pronounce therefore 
with regard to what we are told, on the authority 
of revelation, concerning a nature. with which 
we are otherwiſe totally unacquainted, that it is 
irrational or impoſſible, muſt be the ſuggeſtion 
rather of inſanity than of philoſophy. Mad in- 
deed would he be who ſhould ſay, that what the 
veil conceals from his eyes hath no exiſtence, or 
only ſuch an exiſtence as his fancy chooſes to 
determine. for it. What, I aſk you, are the 
thoughts of a perſon far diſtant from you ? Will 
you ſay, becauſe he is at a diſtance from you, - 
that he has no thoughts at all; or when he com- 
municates his thoughts to you, that they were 
impoſſible to have been in his mind ; that there 
was a phyſical impoſſibility of the mind's being 
exerciſed by any thoughts. In your ſenſes you 
certainly would not ſay this; and yet you think 
yourſelf perfectly in your ſenſes when you argue 
that it is impoſſible that the exiſting nature of 
God ſhould be, what a meſſenger from God 
himſelf informs you that it aſſuredly is. Re- 
member, as from yourſelf, you know not what 
it is: your very remote diſtance from it, and the 

F 2 veil 


[6 ] 

veil that is before your eyes, prevent you from 
having any perception of it. When therefore 
the owner of this moſt ſtupendous nature autho- 
riſes a revelation of himſelf to you, if it is not 
madneſs, I know not what elſe it can be, to ar- 
gue againſt the truth and poſſibility: of that which 
is revealed. Madneſs it moſt aſſuredly is, when 
you cannot poſſibly know any thing to the con- 
trary, to ſay, that the Word, the Divine Asyo; 
who in union with our nature is the Son of God, 
cannot with the Holy Ghoſt be God in unity 
with the Father. It is the madneſs of a philo- 
ſophic mind; the madneſs of a mind led aſtray 
e Tevepyiz TH9avogya;. We have no Chriſti- 
anity, no Chriſtian religion but what is derived 
to us from the ſacred Scriptures ; and a religion 
derived from any other ſource is not Chriſtianity. 
While the fautors, therefore, of what is called 
rational Chriſtianity, are pluming themſelves on 
the derivation of their religion from rational 
principles, independent of revelation, they are 
condemning themſelves ; for the holy Goſpel is 
not founded on the wiſdom of man, but of 
God. | 

Upon this principle, and that I may revert 
to my ſubject, no doctrine is to be admitted 
among Chriſtians as an article of their religious 
faith, which is not fully and decidedly authoriſed 
by the revelation of this divine wiſdom ; and 
therefore if the doctrine of an Eternal Filiation 


hath 


[ 69 J 


hath not ſuch authority, the Chriſtian will be 
highly culpable in maintaining it. He is under 
no obligation of maintaining it from the article 
which is in the Creed, ſince that admits very 
obviouſly of being interpreted differently ; and 
why he ſhould not interpret it according to the 
interpretation which it will ſo obvioully admit 
of, I own I ſee not. 

' Let it be obſerved, that the doctrine we are 
conſidering is by no means neceſſary to Chriſti- 
anity ; and that the Goſpel diſpenſation will be 
what it is without it; that there will be a Son 
of God, and that the Redeemer of fallen man 
will be God incarnate, with this difference only, 
that the incarnate God will not be God only in 
ſome partial reſpect, but in the full meaſure of 
Divinity; not in the ſenſe of Arius and his fol- 
lowers, but in that fulneſs of Divinity which is 
aſcribed to him by the ſacred writers. 

The prejudice of long-rooted opinions wall 
not, I own, eaſily be removed. The mind muſt 
have time to reconcile itſelf to a different train 
of thought from that to which it hath been ac- 
cuſtomed; to recover, as it were, from that trance 
of error with which perhaps it may for a length 
of time have been ſubdued. It is not therefore 
to be expected that inen ſhould change their 
opinions upon this ſubject of the Filiation with- 
out great reluctance, neither, if they ſhould he- 
htate, ought they to be blamed for it. The in- 
E4 terpretation 
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terpretation put upon the article in the Nicene 
Creed, hath been maintained in the Church for 
a very long ſeries of years, and of courſe cannot 
but have impreſſed upon the mind a ſtrong and 
venerable prejudice in favour of it. I acknow- 
ledge and feel this moſt ſenſibly myſelf. But 
truly venerable as theſe opinions are, they are 
not ſuperior to truth, neither ought they to be 
maintained in oppoſition to it ; and if they cannot 
be juſtified to be true by the Scripture, nor by the 
doctrines of the firſt and primitive Church of 
Chriſt, it can be no preſumption in us to ſay that 
they do not merit that veneration which is paid 
to them. That they are not in this inſtance 
juſtified by the Scripture, may perhaps be af- 
firmed to have been proved ; becauſe it has been 
proved that the Scripture doctrine is in direct 
oppoſition to them. That thev are not juſtified 


by the doctrines of the firſt and primitive Chriſ- 


tian Fathers, hath alſo been proved ; and in op- 
poſition to this, I ſee not what can be offered 
that will be of any validity. The paſſages uſu- 
ally produced from Scripture in favour of an 
Eternal Filiation, do not prove the doctrine; 
neither are they at all applicable to it, otherwiſe 
than as you firſt preconceive the doctrine vour- 
ſelf. The queſtion is not whether you can make 
any particular paſſage of Scripture bend to the 
purpole of your preconception, but whether you 
can juſtify the truth of your preconception by 

any 


1 
any plain, explicit declaration of Scripture, that 
a Son of God was eternally generated in the Di- 
vine nature. This, if you can do it, will be de- 
ciſive; but arguments drawn from any other 
ſource will all prove fallacious and inſufficient. 
Let it he remembered, that the whole know- 
ledge we have of 2 Son of God is entirely derived 
to us from the New Teſtament : that prior to 


the promulgation of the Goſpel mankind were 


never taught to conſider the Deity as the Father 
of a Son. Our information therefore upon this 
ſubject muſt all be derived to us from the Goſ- 
pel ; and if the Goſpel teaches us any where that 
a Son was eternally generated in the Divine na- 
ture before all worlds, then muſt we undoubt- 
edly ſubmit, and embrace ſuch doctrine as truth. 
But where, throughout the whole New Teſta- 
ment, is any ſuch doctrine inculcated ? A Son of 
God is announced to us. Jeſus is declared to 
be that Son. When, and the manner how. he 
was born the Son of God, 1s plainly declared to 
us; and who he was, and what he exiſted before 
he was born the Son of God. But not a ſyl- 
lable is ſaid of his having been etetnally the Son 
of God, before he was born in time the Son of 
God. On the contrary, it is expreſsly ſaid that 
he was the A; that he always was ſuch ; and 
that the Aoyos was not vicc, but Oeog. Surely, if 
it had been the truth, the Evangeliſt would have 
ſaid that he was the viog aiwmcg, Or vlog eU apxn 
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Gen: but in direct oppoſition to any ſuch doc- 
trine, in the moſt deciſive manner he ſays, OEOL 
2» 6 N. By what authority then are we to ſay 
that the 2oyog e ] Was not Otos, but viog Oer? 
But this we certainly do ſay, when we aſſert the 
doctrine of the Eternal Filiation. From whence 
did Juſtin Martyr derive his notion, that In 
the beginning, before all creation, the Deity 
VEVEVVIKE Ouvapw iu e eaurTs Moymm, and that 
this Fuvapus Was, among other titles, denominated 
the Word ?” Either from Philo, probably, or 
Plato; but moſt aſſuredly not from the Scrip- 
ture. The paſſage which he produces from the 
book of Proverbs, will not juſtify him in his 
conceit; neither will it prove what he wiſhes to 
prove by it. The paſſage itſelf is figurative: it 
is a very beautiful, but figurative perſonification 
of wiſdom; and its object is to declare, that wiſ- 


dom is and ever was with God; that it not 
only was with him in the ſeveral creative exer- 


tions of his power, but that it was always and 
from all eternity eſſentially with him, and inſe- 
parable from him. But where in this do we 
diſcover the doctrine which Juſtin endeavours to 


derive from it? where that he generated from 


all eternity a Son 1n his own Divine nature, or a 
drci ru £7 EQUTY NOX. It is true, in the 


paſſage, as he quotes it from the Septuagint, it 


is ſaid, IIęo de Teavrwv Tw (Bevwv eve Ms. But this 


tranſlation is not juſtified by the Hebrew, as 


neither 


* 


1 


neither is our Engliſh tranſlation. 115911 does 
not ſignify yewae pe, or ſum for mata, according to 
the lexicons, or I was brought forth, according 
to our tranſlation 3 but parturivi, © I was pro- 
ductive. So alſo at the 23d verſe the tranſ- 
lators ſeem to have improperly interpreted the 
word 'NDD3, to which they have given a paſſive 
ſignification, I was ſet up.” In the ſecond 
Pſalm, ver. 6, they interpret it actively; and ſo 
they ought to have interpreted it here. Pagni- 
nus, in this place, properly tranſlates it Habu⁰i 
principatum ; I prevailed, I had the controul. 
Read the whole paſſage thus rendered, and what 
objection will lie to it? 

« The Lord poſſeſſed me in the ba 
&« of his way, before his works of old. 

] had the controul from everlaſting ; from 
« the beginning, or ever the earth was. 

« When there were no depths I was pro- 
« ductive : when there were no fountains, 
« abounding with water. 

« Before the mountains were ſettled ; before 
« the hills was I productive.“ 

The reader, if he attends to the whole of * 
paſſage, will perceive that thrgughout wiſdom is 
. repreſented. as ating, not as the patient; and 
therefore to give a paſſive fignification to the 
words above noticed, is to break in upon the har- 
mony of the whole ; and this being admitted, it 
will appear that the conceit of Juſtin, and of all 
thoſe 
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thoſe who have followed him in the fame my * 
wholly groundleſs and unſupported. 

That the paſſage, under this Bronte perde 
nification of wiſdom, may very fairly be applied 
to the Eternal Word, the Divine Ace, I moſt 
readily acknowledge; for, experienced as we 
have that his delights have been with the ſons of 
men, it is almoſt impoſſible for us not to ſee 
how applicable it is to him. But according to 
the Septuagint, or our Engliſh tranſlation, the 
application of it to him is wholly inadmiffible ; 
inaſmuch as the yeve we of the Septuagint, and 
« was brought forth,” of the Engliſh, ſo en- 
tirely diſagree with the words of St. John, who 
plainly ſays, Ev «gn HN o Xoycs, neither that he 
was begotten, nor that he was bree forth, 
but that he exiſted. | 

Juſtin alſo avails himſelf of a paſſage in the 
53d of Ifaiah, where, according to our tranſla- 
tion, it is written, „who ſhall declare his ge- 
neration?“ apprehending its purport to be, who 
ſhall deſcribe the manner in which he was ge- 
nerated? He urges it in ſupport of his conceit, 
that the Deity had generated eg eaurs duvapu 
Tia Xoyimym. But what the tranſlators render 
generation, has no ſuch ſignification. Properly, 
M ſignifies the time, age, or perhaps even the 
place in which a perſon reſides, but never, as far 
as I am able to diſcover, does it ſignify the de- 
| ſcent, or the generated origin of a | perſon. The 


Greek 


1 


Greek tranſlators render the word ye, which 
being as equivocal as our Engliſh word genera- 
tion, Juſtin the more eaſily made it ſubſervient 
to the purpoſes of his own opinion. However, 
not to dwell any farther on the miſtakes of this 
worthy Father, which are both many and vari- 
ous, and have been noticed by many writers, 
both ancient and modern, I ſhall only detain the 
reader while I lay before him a ſummary of my 
own ideas on the ſubject of the Filiation. 
1. If the received doctrine of the Filiation is 
true, then muſt FaTHER always have been 
what the Arians ſuppoſe it to be; the eſſential 
and difcriminating character of the Deity. . But 
for more than 4000 years prior to our Saviour's 
birth of the Bleſſed Virgin, no ſuch diſcriminat- 
ing character of the Deity was known to man- 
kind. God was known, and acknowledged to 
be the univerſal Parent of all things ; but as 
the Father of a proper Son, nothing of the kind 
was either known or acknowledged till the event 
of our Lord's conception and birth. Until there- 
fore that event had taken place, we have no au- 
thority from Revelation for ſaying that ? Fa- 
ther is the eſſential and diſcriminating character 
of the Deity ; nor of courſe have we any revealed 
authority for the doctrine of an Eternal Filia- 
tion. When therefore we talk of a generation 
of the Deity from himſelf, whether we call that 
rey a Auvvap, Or Aoyos, or Tios, or what- 
ever 
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ever elſe, we have no ground or authority at all 
for it. The whole is nothing but the conceit of 
a buſy curioſity, reſtleſsly inquiſitive after what 
has not been communicated to it, and liable to 
be as erroneous as it is impertinent. | 

2. The doctrine of an Eternal Filiation does 
not appear to me to be any doctrine of the New 
Teſtament ; on the contrary, the Goſpels of St. 
Matthew, St. Luke, ana St. John, appear to be 
in direct oppoſition to any ſuch doctrine: and 
with regard to any paſſages in the New Teſta- 
ment, which may ſeem to accord with the doc- 
trine, let it be remembered that they do not 
teach or propoſe it to our ſaith. The whole 
that can be faid of them is, that if the doctrine 
itſelf is true, they may be interpreted as in agree- 
ment with it; but as this is no proof that the 
doctrine is true, therefore it will be no argument 
in favour of an Eternal Filiation; for the admiſ- 
ſion of which there will ſtill be wanting revealed | 
authority. 

3. The doctrine hath no countenance or ſup- 
port in the writings of the primitive Apoſtolical 
Fathers, or in the Creed of the Church, com- 
monly called the Apoſtles' Creed. Juſtin Mar- 
tyr, towards the middle of the ſecond century, is 
the firſt in whoſe writings there is any appear- 
ance of the doctrine ; and in them it is entirely 
bullt upon a miſinterpreted paſſage in the Old 
Teſtament, inaccurately tranſlated by the Se- 
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venty: and if in the writings of thoſe who ſuc- 
ceeded to the times of Juſtin we find the doctrine 
received and maintained, that will not alter the 
caſe; for if it was wrong and without foundation 
in his writings, it is equally ſo in theirs. 

4. However the doctrine might have been 
countenanced by particular Doctors of the 
Church, it was nevertheleſs diſowned and re- 
jected by the Council of Nice. Propoſed to the 
Council it certainly was by Euſebius; and as it 
was not admitted to make an article in the Creed 
of the Council, it is plain that it was a doctrine 
which the Council did not approve of; for other- 
wiſe why ſhould the Fathers have rejected this 
article, rather than any of the others which were 
in the Creed offered to them by Euſebius? 
From this circumſtance the reader will draw his 
concluſion, that at the Council of Nice the doc- 
trine of an Eternal Filiation was no eſſential ar- 
ticle of the Chriſtian faith ; and if it was not, no 
lapſe of years, without a new and ſpecial revela- 
tion, could eſtabliſh it to be ſo in after- times. 

Laſtly, The doctrine of an Eternal Filiation 
is in direct contradiction to the doctritle of our 
Lord's true and proper Divinity; which, if it 
appeared from nothing elſe, would be manifeſt 
enough from the Arians having made it a con- 
{tant article in all their Creeds from their very 
firſt beginning. And indeed the doctrine was 

| the 


„ 

the foundation, the origin, the cauſe of Arius's 
error; and if human invention had never pro- 
duced ſuch a doctrine, Arianiſm probably never 
would have been heard of, nor thoſe other here- 
fies which have ariſen out of it. I ſay, if human 
invention had not produced it; for, by all that I 
am able to diſcover, it 1s no doctrine of Scripture, 
either direct or by inference. Direct it certainly 
is not, and by inference it is not, without firſt 
preſuppoſing the doctrine; for until the doctrine 
is preſuppoſed, I know not one ſingle paſſage 
from whence it can be inferred. When we infer 
the doctrine of the Trinity, if it is not directly 
taught, we are juſtified in our inference ; nor 
can be charged with preſuppoſing the doctrine 
firſt, and then inferring it afterwards. For the 
Scripture directly teaches us that the Father is 
Osog, that the Son is Osog, and that the Holy 
Ghoſt is Oeog, and yet that there is only one 
Oeos; therefore the inference ariſes neceſſarily 
out of theſe Scripture premiſes, that the Father, 
the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are one God. But 
where in Scripture are we to look for the pre- 
miſes from whence to infer that a Son was eter- 
nally. generated in the Divine nature? If any 
ſuch Scripture there is, it doubtleſs may be pro- 
duced; and it would be deciſive. But until it 
is produced, we aſſuredly may be forgiven if we 
affirm the doctrine of the Eternal Filiation to be 
a doctrine 
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a doctrine of human invention only, and that it 
never was entitled to that reception which it has 
met with in the Chriſtian world, as being deſti- 


tute of that ſupport by which alone dacuines 
are PRO to be hals doctrines. | 


Since the foregoing -pages were written, I 
have been honoured with the Sermon of the 
learned and very reſpectable Lord Biſhop of 


Cheſter, upon the ſubject of the Eternal Gene- 


ration; and if it ſhould not have wrought any 
change of ſentiment in me, I flatter myſelf it 
will be aſcribed neither to perverſeneſs on my 
part, nor to want of clearneſs or ſtrength of ar- 


gument on his Lordſhip's. The queſtion, I ap- 


prehend, is a queſtion of fact, and to be decided 


by the evidence of fact. Where in the Scrip- 


tures, either of the Old or New Teſtament, is it 


declared that Jeſus Chriſt was generated, con- 
ceived, and born the Son of God, prior to his 


conception and birth of the Bleſſed Virgin? 
That he was conceived and born of the Virgin 
Mary the Son of God, is a fact, ſtated and evi- 
denced by St. Luke; but no fact of a prior ge- 
neration is any where ſtated or evidenced, at leaſt 
that I am acquainted with. Surmiſe and infer- 


ence 
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ence indeed have been plentifully reſorted to 
upon the occaſion : but I ſhould apprehend in- 
ference, will not be admitted to decide in a 
queſtion of fact, at leaſt where the premiſes from 
whence it is derived are not fact. 

The learned Prelate is of opinion, p. 10, that 
when our Lord is mentioned in the New Teſ- 
tament as the Son of God, there is almoſt al- 
ways implied in it his filial relation to the Fa- 
ther, antecedent to his incarnation. This, his 
Lordſhip ſuppoſes, is implied in the expreſſion 
of St. Paul, He that ſpared not his own Son, 
ſhall he not with him alſo freely give us all 

things? But I own I cannot ſee how any thing 
of this kind is implied in it. He that was born 
of the Virgin was the Son of God, and therefore 
was, as St. Paul's language is, God's own 
Son,” without any reference to any prior period. 
Will it be ſaid by any one, that a Divine Filia- 
tion muſt be by neceſſity antecedent to all time; 
that a Son of God could not be, except he was 
generated from all eternity in the Divine nature? 
No one, I think, will hazard ſo daring an aſſer- 
tion. But then of courſe it follows, that when 
our Lord 1s mentioned as the Son of God, there 
will be no neceſſity for ſuppoſing it to imply his 
filial relation to the Father antecedent to the in- 
carnation ; ſince it may as truly and as certainly 
imply his filial relation to the Divinity, in his 
Divine conception and birth, at his incarnation, 
| as 
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as at any antecedent: period : and St. Luke and 
the Goſpels juſtify us in this; but the other 
hath nothing to ſapport it but mere conjecture 
and ſurmiſe. That the terms Father and Son, 
as applied by our Lord, eonveyed to the Jews the 
idea of a natural and eſſential relation, is freely 
granted. And was there ndt a natural and eſſen- 


tial relation, when Jefus was born the Son of 
God of the Virgin Mar! ? And Was not God 


then” his Father? 002 2: 


The various Lalſabel which the lane Pre- 
late cites from the New Teftartient; do all of 
them, as he very juſtly obſerves, in their firſt 
and obvious import, convey the idea of a natu- 
ral and eſſential relation; but Ido not ſee what 
conſequence follows froth hence; fince I think it 
will ſcarcely be ſaid, that there was no natural 
and effential relation to the' Divinity, when our 
Lord was born the Son of God at his incarna- 
tion. But if there was in that a neceſſary and 
eſſential relation, then theſe paſſages are urged 
without effect, in proof of the doctrine of an 
Eternal Generation. Was there, or was there 
not, a filiation, at the birth of our Lord of the 
Virgin? Was that, or was it not, a Divine fili- 
ation, @ birth of God's own Son? If it was, as I 
| apprehend the anſwer will be, what farther have 
we to ſeek ? Then all thoſe paſfages, which the 
learned Prelate refers back to an antecedent ge- 
neration, will apply here, and he will be the only 
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Son, the beloved Son, the only begotten Son, 
&c. as poſitively and certainly as he could be 
conceived to be by an antecedent e in 
the Divine nature. 

But his Lordſhip's opinion is, that many of 
the texts denote him to have had a filial exiſt- 
ence prior to his filiation in the womb of the 


Virgin. Here I wiſh that there may not be 


ſome miſtake, and, as is neither impofſible nor 
improbable, that the exiſtence and the filial ex- 
iſtence are not confounded together. That our 
Lord had a Divine pre- exiſtence prior to his in- 


carnation, is moſt truly and infallibly the doc- 


trine of Scripture; and that this pre- exiſtence 
might be, and certainly is, referred to by our 
Lord himſelf, as well as by the writers of the 
New Teſtament, I think will not be denied. 
But why muſt this be a filial pre- exiſtence? 
His Lordſhip refers the reader to the 17th chap- 
ter of St. John's Goſpel ; and thither alſo would 
I refer the reader. There he will ſee the actual 
Son of God addreſſing his Father, in terms 
adapted and proper to his ſtate of filiation, and 
expreſſive of the exiſtence which he had 4v1rh 
the Father before the world was, maps 7 Iarp: 
but I cannot ſee any thing expreſſive of a pre- 
exiſtent filiation. Our Lord there ſays, act acer 
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x eva Trp o. To expreſs a pre-exiſtent 
filiation, I apprehend the words ſhould have been 
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rage o: but as they are, they certainly do not 
expreſs a derived, but a joint participation in 
one and the ſame exiſtence. 

The learned Prelate appears to lay much refs 
upon the words, Thou lovedſt me before the 
world was; as if ſtrongly ſpecifying a filial re- 
lation antecedent to the incarnation. | But it 
may very well be queſtioned whether this repre- 
ſentation is quite accurate. Since however it 
may, and certainly does, ſpecify an antecedent | 
exiſtence, it does not ſpecify that exiſtence to 
have been a filial ſtate, There ſeems to be | 
ſomething of a fallacy in this matter, and to | 
conſiſt in the interpretation put upon the per- 4 
ſonal word me. Thou lovedſt me. That our 1 
Lord was in a ſtate of filiation when he ſpake 
theſe words, is very certain. But it does not at 
all appear from them that he was antecedently in 
ſuch a ſtate; for if that was proved by. the 
words, a great deal more would be proved by 
them: ſince as the ſpeaker is the ®zavIpwroc, if 
the words, Thou lovedſt me before the world 
was,” refer back to an antecedent ſtate of filia- 
tion, they will refer back to an antecedent 
Theanthropic ſtate, if I may be allowed- to uſe 
ſuch an expreſſion; and then you will prove not 
only that our Lord was a Son before the incar- 
nation, but likewiſe that he was God and man 
before the world was; a wildneſs of opinion in 
which I think no man will venture to hazard 
G 2 himſelf. 
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himſelf. Therefore they refer only to that Di- 
vine ſtate of exiſtence in which he was Tape TW 
Harp before the world was; and of courſe they 
have no reference to an antecedent- ſtate of filia- 


The objefticns which his Lordſhip: derives 
from the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, I believe, are 
all obviated in the preceding pages; as is alſo 
what he urges-with regard to the Logos: but 
p- 19, there is an argument uſed, which, I own, 
has ſurpriſed me. I very much fear the argu- 
ment is entirely inverted. 

St. John ſays, by the Las all things were 

made; that he became fleſh, and the glory, as 
of the only-begotten of the Father. Antecedent 
therefore to his becoming fleſh, I apprehend he 
was not the only-begotten of. the F ather,” 
but the Logos. 

When the Logos became the inlined of 
a Father, then the ſacred writers ſpeak of him 
under that and other ſimilar terms, and aſcribe 
to him under thoſe terms what is proper to him 
as the Logos. Hence St. Paul, ſpeaking of him 
as the Fitſt- born, aſcribes the act of creation to 
him; which he does not in reſpect of his being 
the Firſt · born, but in reſpect of the Logos, who 
became the Firſt- born; and therefore what St. 
Paul fays, is a confirmation of what St. John 
ſays, that it was the Logos who became the only- 
* and of courſe the firſt- born. Let ms 


not 


1 "_ 2 7 


( &. ] 
not be thought to ' ſuggeſt any thing in the 
ſmalleſt degree diſreſpectful to the very worthy 
and learned Prelate. But ſurely I ſhould prac- 
tiſe a fallacy upon myſelf, if I was to argue from 
St, Paul's words, that therefore the firſt-born, as 
ſuch, was contemporary with the W ao and 
with God. | 
The argument, as ſtated p. 18. 19, is, *. St. 

Paul, in his Epiſtle to the Coloſſians, ſays, All 
things were created by him, the Firſt- born.“ St. 
John fays, All things were made by him, the 
Word, or Logos. The Firſt-born, therefore, 
and the Word, were the ſame one exiſtence be- 
fore the foundation of the world.” Let me atk 


here, was the Word, or Logos, the exiſtence of 


the Divine and human nature united ? But it 
will be allowed, the Firſt-born was; for Jeſus 
Chriſt, who was the Firſt-born, was the Divine 
and human nature united; therefore in this re- 
ſpect molt certainly the Firſt-· born and the Word 
were not the ſame one exiſtence before the world 
was. For the Logos then was unconnected with 
the human nature, was only Oc and res Tov 
Oe; but the Firſt- born, or Jeſus Chriſt, is the 
Logos, connected, united with man's nature. In 


reſpect of the Logos, the Word indeed, and the 
Firſt- born, may be ſaid to be the ſame exiſtence; 


but in reſpec of the Firſt-born, they may not; 
for if they might, then the phraſes Firſt- born, 
Ward, and only-begotten Word, would be ſtrictly 
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juſt and proper, which the learned Prelate him- 


ſelf, p. 14, acknowledges they are not; at leaſt 


he acknowledges as much of the phraſe only- 
begotten Word, and of courſe muſt be ſuppoſed 
to acknowledge the ſame of the other t 
firſt-born Word. 0 

It is impoſſible not to reſpect and Aer the 
learned Prelate, for his attachment to the judg- 
ment of the Catholic Church, which he ex- 


preſſes in what he ſays upon the ſubject of the 


Nicene Creed. Upon that ſubject there need not 
be any diſpute. The interpretation of the Creed 


muſt and will reſt with every man as he is per- 


ſuaded in his own mind that the doctrine of an 
Eternal Filiation is, or is not, a doctrine of Scrip- 
ture. | 

However, with regard to what his Lordſhip 
fays concerning the doctrine of the Eternal Ge- 
neration being in the Creed, even without the 
article begotten of the Father before all 
worlds,” I muſt beg leave to think differently. 
The Creed indeed ſays of our Lord, that he was 
„ the Son of God born, the only-begotten of 
the Father,” But what hath this to do with 
the doctrine **. begotten of the Father before all 
worlds ?” Born of the Virgin, he was all that 


. the Creed expreſſes. He was God of God, 


Light of Light, very God of very God, begotten, 
not made, conſubſtantial with the Father, by 
whom all things were made. Now that theſe 


terms 


1 


terms are expreſſive of our Lord's Divine na- 
ture, is not queſtioned; but they certainly do 
not, by any neceſſity of interpretation, aſſert his 
Filiation in the Divine nature, which as cer- 
tainly the learned Prelate's een wan 
that they ſhould. 

When it is ſaid, that from this Creed alone, 
without the clauſe in queſtion, we may ſafely 
preſume that the doctrine of Chriſt's Eternal 
Generation was an article in the faith of the 
earlieſt Churches,” I fear this preſumption will 
not be found to be juſtified by the fact. The 
fact is altogether contrary, as I think the reader 
will find evidenced in the preceding pages. To 
which I now add, that Irenæus, lib. iii. c. 4. 
particularly ſpeaking of the faith of the moſt an- 
cient Churches, ſpecifies in the following terms: 
In unum Deum credentes, fabricatorem cali et 
terre, et omnium quæ in eis ſunt, per Cbriſtum 
FJeſum Dei Filium. Qui propter eminentiſimam 
erga figmentum ſuam dilectionem eam que eſſet ex 
Virgine generationem ſuſtinutt ipſe per ſe, hominem 
adunans Deo, et paſſus ſub Pontio Pulato, &c. He 
muſt have a much keener ſight than I have, who 
can diſcover in this Creed any traces of the doc- 
trine of Chriſt's Eternal Generation; and yet 
Irenæus tells us that this was the faith handed 
down from the Apoſtles themſelves. He calls 


it Veterem Apoſtolorum traditianem. | 
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When his Lordſhip, from a preſumption that 
he has proved the Eternal Generation to be the 
doctrine of Scripture, urges the following con- 
cluſion; * That as the relation of Son in the 
SGodhead implies of neceſſity derivation and ſub- 

ordination, that derivation and 1 
muſt be conſiſtent with what the Scriptures elſe- 
where aſſert of the real and true divinity of the 
Son,” I fear he forgets that this is nothing but 
the Arian concluſion inverted. His Lordſhip 
ſays, the derivation and ſubordination of a Son 
muſt be interpreted conſiſtently with our Lord's 
real and true divinity ; and the Arian ſays, that 
our Lord's divinjty muſt be interpreted ſo as to 
conſiſt with his being derived and ſubordinate ; 
and hence argues for a derived and ſubordinate 
divinity. _ - 

The concluding n in his Lordſhip's $ 
Sermon I entirely ſubſcribe to: for moſt. affur- 
edly the evil conſequences which are therein 
ſpecified can only be avoided by a ſtrict regard. 
and patient adherence to what is WRIT TEN« 
Upon what is written I reſt myſelf altogether 
for the opinion which I have adopted; and if 
what 1s written will not ſupport me 1n it, I have 
nothing elſe to offer in its favour, I have no 
objection to the doctrine of an Eternal Filiation, 
from the difficulty of conceiving any idea of it: 
for the doctrine, whether true or falſe, will not 

| | depend 


191 


depend upon the conceived idea of it. It de- 
pends with us upon whether it is a written re- 
velation from God or not. If it is, whatever 
may be the ſtate of our ideas upon the occa- 
ſion, it is and muſt; be true. Now in the ſacred 
Scriptures I no where ſee any thing written, ex- 
cept prophetically, concerning a proper Son of 
God, until the birth of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. I 
no where read that the Deity was a Father of a 
Son generated in his own nature. As far there- 
fore as this negative argument extends, I have 
no authority for affirming that the doctrine of 
an Eternal Filiation is a true doctrine ; for it 
does not appear to be 4077ten revelation from 
God. But this is not all; for what is written 
manifeſtly appears to be in oppoſition to any 
ſuch doctrine. It is written by St. John, that 
the glory of the Logos, when he became fleſh, 
was the glory as of the only-begotten of the Fa- 
ther: but if the Eternal Filiation is a true doc- 
trine, then the glory could not have been the glory 
of the oniy- begotten of the Father, ſince there muſt 
have been a begotten of the Father before this: 
conſequently the glory of the Logos, when he be- 
came fleſh, was not the glory as of the -on/y-be- 
gotten of the Father ; and yet the written reve» 
lation by St. John is expreſsly that it was. So 
poſitive a written teſtimony as this requires no- 
thing in addition to ſtrengthen it; and, if it can- 
not be evaded, as I think it cannot, muſt be de- 
6 .  cifive, 
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ciſive, if the matter is to be decided by ow evi- 
dence of written revelation.” © 

With regard to myſelf, I have no n to in- 
cline me either to the one ſide or to the other of 
this great queſtion. May that which is the 
truth prevail, and may my thoughts and faith 
ever be ſuch only as the Scriptures of truth 
will juſtify, The learned Biſhop, as perhaps 

he thought that what I advanced might prove 
prejudicial to the intereſts of the Catholic 
Church, hath acted in a manner worthy his high 
ſtation and character, by oppoſing me, and by 
guarding others againſt the error in which he 
ſuppoſes me to be involved; and he hath been 
pleaſed to do this with ſo much mildneſs and 
candour, and in a manner ſo favourable to my 
character, that as it reflects honour upon him- 
ſelf, ſo doth it demand from me my very rn 
ful acknowledgements. 

I have only farther to add, that a protracted 
controverſy upon this ſubject ought on every ac- 
count to be avoided. The bandying of argu- 
ments backwards and forwards ferves to very 
little other purpoſe but that of diſplaying the 
addreſs and abilities of the reſpective diſputants. 
Let the matter, therefore, in the preſent inſtance, 
be brought to as ſhort an iſſue as poſſible. There 
is decided Scripture proof that Jeſus Chriſt was 
born of the Virgin Mary the Son of God, and 
therefore. that God was his Father. 
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Have you any equally decided Scripture proof 
that he was generated from all eternity -the Son 
of God in the Divine nature ? 

There is poſitive unequivocal Scripture proof 
that, on account of his myſterious conception 
and birth by the ſupervention of the Holy 
Ghoſt, and the over ſhadowing power of the 
Higheſt, he was therefore to be HS Wt the 
Son of God. 

Have you any poſitive unequivocal Scripture 
proof that he was to be denominated the Son of 
God, becauſe he was generated from all eternity 
in the Divine nature, begotten of the F ather be⸗ 
fore all worlds ? 

There is poſitive Scripture proof that the 
Logos, who exiſted ever with and in the unity 
of the Godhead, became fleſh, and was born of 
the Virgin the Son of God, according to the 
doctrine of St. John and St. Luke. 

Have you any as poſitive Scripture proof that 
he, who was already the Son of God from all 


eternity, became fleſh, and was born the Son of 


God of the Virgin? 

Theſe queſtions, honeſtly and ingenuouſly an- 
ſwered without quibbles or evaſions, will leave 
very little room for any diſpute that can be of a 
long continuance. 
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Here I thought I had finiſhed ; 1 E the 


preceding pages were in the preſs, the ingenious 


Mr. Hodſon's publication, on the ſubject of the 
Eternal Filiation, was tranſmitted to me. In his 
Preface, if I rightly underſtand him, he tells us 
that the work was compoled as a college-exer- 


ciſe for a Fellowthip of Brazenoſe. It doubt- 


leſs muſt have gained him great credit with his 


Society; and to their ſuffrage in his favour 1 


beg leave to add mine, as I really think his work 
replete with ingenuity and cleverneſs. If it 
ſhould not involve in it the downfall of Mr. 
Hawtrey's hypotheſis, as 1s expected, it will ne- 
vertheleſs be no diſparagement of Mr. Hodſon's 
powers or induſtry, He ſtill will be entitled to 
all the honour ariſing from having ranſacked the 
ancients, and of having applied their ſentiments 
with a view to the confutation of his antagoniſt ; 


which, if the queſtion had been what he appre- 


hends it to be, would moſt: probably have fol- 
lowed, But the queſtion being a queſtion of 
fact, and to be determined, as ſuch queſtions 
uſually are, by the evidence of fact; therefore 
Mr. Hodſon's ingenuity, although confeſſedly 
very great, it is to be feared, muſt prove unſuc- 
ceſsful, The queſtion is not whether it was 

| - 


L on. 1 
the opinion of any of the Doors of the Church, 
either in ancient or modern times, that the doe 
trine of the Eternal Generation is a true doe- 
trine, but where is tlie evidence of the fact upon 
which their opinion is founded, that God ge- 
nerated from himſelf a Son ab αtrno. That 
the Son of God was conceived and born of the 
Virgin, is a fact evidenced by St. Luke. That 
the r dy, mentioned by St. Luke, had an ex- 
iſtence prior to his birth of the Virgin, is evi- 

denceid by St. John, who ſpecifies him to have: 
been the Ag, and he, the Evangeliſt ſays, ex- 
iſted from all eternity, not in a derived ſtate of 
exiſtence, as that ſtate muſt have been, if gene- 
rated, not Tu Y Oer, but 5. T0; 70 Oeov. And 
that God ſent forth his Son not generated from 
himſelf ab æterno, but uiov avry yevouevoy EK PT 
NAIK OT yevoperor TIIO NOMON, is evidenced 
by St. Paul, Galat. iv. 4. Here then we have 
evidence of the facts both of the Filiation and 
of the Pre- exiſtence. From what Evangeliſt, 
Apoſtle, or inſpired Writer, are we to derive 
evidence of the fact of a Son eternally generated 
in the Divine nature? Let the written evidence 
be produced, and all controverſy is at an end. 


But the production of any ſuch evidence as this 


makes no part of Mr. Hodſon's publication; 
and ſuch evidence being that only with which 
the N. d in my W is concerned, it 
0 cannot 
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cannot be expected that I ſhould enter upon a 
minute diſcuſſion of Mr. Hodſon's enen : 
which do not apply to my ſubject. 1 
Mr. Hodſon will, perhaps, be ſurpriſed at 
my faying this: however I hope he will ſoon. 
perceive that I do not ſay it without very ſub- 
ſtantial reaſon : for throughout the whole of his 
performance there prevails one general miſtake, 
ariſing from his not properly ſeparating his ideas; 
and, as I do not imagine he is ſenſible of this 
himſelf, if he will give me leave, I will point 
out to him wherein his miſtake lies. It lies, as 
J have ſaid, in not ſeparating his ideas, and in 
confounding and jumbling together title and 
character with nature and exiſtence. The iden- 
tity of the Son's Divine exiſtence and nature, 


with the exiſtence and Divine nature of the 


Word, Mr. Hawtrey acknowledges in the moſt 


unreſerved manner; becauſe the Scripture de- 


clares, that as all things were made by the 
Word, ſo alſo that all things were made by the 
Son. The former is the doctrine of St. John; 
the latter of St. Paul. Either therefore, to 
uſe. Mr. Hodſon's 'own words, p. 15,” one of 
them is wrong or, if they are both right, the 
Word and the Son mean one and the ſame pre- 
exiſting power.” So alſo, p. 16, he ſays, „we 
are reduced to the dilemma either of branding 
the Evangeliſt or the Apoſtle with the guilt of 
falſchood, 


Ll 

falſchood, or of acknowledging the eternal iden» 
tity of, the Word and Son. To the latter al- 
ternative Mr. Hawtrey moſt readily and ex aniino 
ſubſcribes ; for the Divine exiſtence of the 
Word and the Son i is moſt certainly one and the 
lame, But this is not ſufficient for Mr. Hod- 
ſon, who thinks that theſe, and ſimilar paſſages, 
not only prove that the Divine Being of the Son 
is the ſame with the Divine Being of the Word, 
but contends that they prove the eternity of the 

Son's Filiation. For as St. Paul gives the title 
=: Son to our Lord in the act of creation, there- 
fore the Filiation was prior to the Incarnation; 
and as the act of creation was ab æterno, ſo alſo 
was the Filiation. This is the burthen and ſub- 
ſtance of Mr. Hodſon's argument and book. 

Here then, in order to enable him to unravel 
the fallacy concealed under this argument, I 
would recommend it to him to conſider that the 
action is performed by the perſon, and not by 
the title or character; and that when an action 
is ſaid to be performed by a perſon, diſtinguiſh- 
ing him by any particular title or character, it is 
no proof that he had that title or character when 
he performed the action. He might or he might 
not have had it, as the caſe may be. For when 
we ſpeak of and deſcribe a perſon, we always 
deſcribe him under the character which he has, 
and not under that which he has laid afide, and 
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has not; and under that character, becauſe it is 
the character which he has, we aſcribe to him 
that action which he performed when he had 
not that character. To exemplify this ; the 
Word, by whom all things were created, con- 
defcended to become incarnate, to be born as 
human beings are born ; and he became the Son 
of God. Here then was a character in terms 
indiſputably different from that of the Word; 
but as the perſonality, the being of the Word 
was not deſtroyed by this aſſumption of a dif- 
ferent character, therefore the act of creation is 
ſtill given to him under the character of Son, al- 
though it was performed by him as the Word. 
And this is no ſubterfuge, as Mr. Hodſon would 
ſuggeſt (p. 18.) ; is not deſcribing our Lord as 
acting in the character of vioc, at a period before 
he had aſſumed that character. But therefore 
the Word is ſaid, under the title and character 
of Son, to have made the worlds; becauſe at the 
time when it was ſaid of him, he had that title 
and character. Let this be exemplified by fa- 
miliar inſtances. Becauſe Dr. Lowth became a 
Biſhop, we therefore ſay that Biſhop Lowth 
wrote the Poetical Prelections. For a ſimilar 
reaſon we fay Biſbop Warburton wrote the Di- 
vine Legation; and yet neither of them had the 
character of Biſhop when the works were written. 
In like manner Dr. Blackſtone, when he was 
Vinerian 
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and the ſame exiſtence; a8 f is  ſurficiently proved 


1 1 


| Vinerian Profeſſor, | wrote his * Commentaries, 
He then had neither the title nor charactef 


Which he had afterwatds; and yet, when we ſay 
Sir William Blackſtone was the author of the 
Comimentaries, or Judge Blackftone, no one evet 
argues from thence/that the author of the' Cons 


mentaries muſt have been 4 Baronet, of a Judge, 


when they were written: hot was the language 
ever thought tb be improper, or to bè a deſcrib- 
ing the'Vineridn Profeſſor as acting under the 
title or character of Baronet or Judge before he 
had either. If a perſon has à new title or Cha- 
racter, you muſt ſpeak of him under that title bt 
character, otherwiſe it will be thoüg ht you ate 
not ſpeaking of him, but of fone 25 eile; At 
whatever actions he may have perfortied, you 
naturally afcribe them to him under that title 
or character, *becauſe thereby the perſon by 
whom the actioft was perforined is diftinguithed : 
To apply this. „ 
The Divine exiſtence of the wks and the | 
Divine exiſtence of the Son, is unddubtech one 
We ace | . 
The title and character of the Son as undoubt: 
Wir is different from the title or character of the 
Word. But the Divine perſonal exiſtence” of 
the Word and of the Son being one and the 
. therefore any and every Ion of the 


H Word 


— 


OE 


Word will be truly and properly aſcribed to him 
under his title of Son; which will be no more a 
proof of a Filiation ab eterno, than it is a proof 
that Sir William Blackſtone was a Baronet when 
he wrote the Commentaries, becauſe, . when 
ſpeaking of him under that title, we ſay Sir 
William wrote the Commentaries. 1 know not 
how to make this matter plainer ; and if the 
advocates for the doctrine of an Eternal Filiation 
would reaſon as this inſtance ſnews they ought 
to reaſon, they would then perceive plainly that 
what they have imagined to be proof is abſo- 
lutely no proof at all, and that the doctrine of 
an Eternal Filiation reſts entirely on the bis 
trary ſurmiſe of the aſſertor of it. 

Warm with the glow of youth, and eager 
ar victory, Mr, Hodſon ſcruples not to have 
recourſe to thoſe practices, to which artful com- 
batants are accuſtomed ; who themſelves invent 
what may be objected to, and then lay it to the 
charge of their adverſary, _ 

Mr. Haytrey does not know that he ever im- 
puted to thoſe who maintain the Eternal Gene- 
ration, as the Catholic Chriſtians have done ag 
well as the Arians, an affection for Arianiſm ; 
and he is perfectly conſcious that he never in- 
tended any ſuch thing : but Mr. Hodſon, p. 68, 
charges him with it; retaliates heterodoxy on 
him, and then, with the unguarded illiberality 
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of a young man, involves him in che —_— of 


Servetus and Paul of Samoſata. 

Again, p. 73, he tells his reader that Mr. 
Hawrrey has an affection for the Arian ſubter- 
fuge, and refers to Oed, p. 13: but what 
he means by this reference I am unable to gueſs; 
for I cannot ſee any thing of the kind there. 

Again, p. 24, he ſignifies that Mr. Haw- 


trey's conjecture will ſhew that hereſy hath con- 


taminated the Catholic faith for ſeventeen cen- 
turies.” But Mr. Hawttey never ſuggeſted this, 
nor any thing of the kind, by any A that he 
hath written. 

But a moſt dreadful charge ſtill remains to be 
mentioned, in p. 32. There Mr. Hodſon charges 
me with a blaſphemy, which makes me ſhudder, 
even at the thought of it. He tells his reader, 
that it is my doctrine, that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
* the beloved Son of God, over whom we are 
told death hath no more dominion, ſhould ceaſe 


to exiſt at a time when the graves have given 
up their dead, and that he himſelf ſhould be 


doomed to annihilation, at the very moment 


when thoſe whom he has ranfomed are bid to 


enter into the joy of their Lord.” All this moſt 
abhorred blaſphemy, it ſeems, he has difcovered 
in p. 38 of OcavIpur;, where Mr. Hawtrey ſays, 


„ Then ſhall the diſpenſation of the OcavFewro; 


be terminated, and the union of the Xoyo; with 
H 2 man's 


II 10 J 


man's nature ants; 59 wade which lead. to no- 
thing of the kind. 195 R 

Mr. Hodſon is 3 . a very ee 
young man, and may be faid to have a great deel 
of what is clever about him; but, nevertheleſs, 
the inexperience of youth makes him fall into 
| ſome very aukward miſtakes. Here he makes 
ceaſe ſignify ceaſe to exiſt, 3 it by no neceſ- 
ſity ſignifies, and which it is impoſſible it can 
gap in this place: becauſe, in connection with 
ceaſe, it is added, „then (hall the San Himſelſ be 
ſubject. Was a ſtate of non- exiſtence, of an- 
nihilation, to become ſubject? This would be 
as impoſſible, as I humbly think it is impoſſible 
that Mr. Hodſon ſhould-not have ſeen the words 
« then ſhall th Son himſelf be ſubject.” But 
if he did ſee them, his ideas muſt have been un- 
commonly deranged, when he charged ſuch atro- 
ciouſly wicked, ſuch abominable blaſphemy to 
the account of- Mr. Hawtrey. But I make very 
large allowances for his youth; and, notwith- 
ſtanding theſe miſtakes, I am perſuaded- that he 
is a very well-intentioned young man, and that, 
when years and experience ſhall have mellowed 
his judgment, he will be fairly entitled to an ho- 


_ nourable niche in the pple. of een. 
troverſialiſts. 


_ 4 (hal detain whe Wader only wich a few it 
more relative to Mr. Moden! s interpretation of 
| the 


17 


lg 
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55 
the word aporererae ; involved in which he ap- 
prehends he perceives the downfall of ws tam | 
trey's hypotheſiss. 
TipwrorToxes does and! by borngbefore x. 3. nor;; 


by any rule of conſtruction, may it be ſo inter- 


preted. It is very improperly rendered in Latin 
Primogenitus; ee 1 bean a 
the word. 4 ' 
The word is — of. ws: a4 a 
partus, and is referred not to the child, as the firſt 
of other children, for there may be a .mpwreraxe; 
without others ſubſequent, but to the mother of 
he child. Thus it ſignifies, Matt. i. 25. „un- 
til ſhe had brought forth her ſon, za Tewrore- 
xov, her firſt birth, or, as we ſhould fay, her firſt 
child; firſt with reſpect to her, in that ſhe never 
had brought forth any before. Such alſo is its 
ſignification, Luke ii. 6. xa ereus Tov ui auTyg 
Tov TpwToroxev. Having thus obtained the cer- 
tain ſignification of the word in its firſt uſe and 


— — . — 


application, we may the more eaſily aſcertain its 


ſignification when uſed upon other occaſions. 
Thus in ο ur rng KTVEWS, the ſignifica 
tion will be either “ the firſt birth that ever the 
whole creation brought forth, whereby race 
x7i045 will be made the parent, and which I ſup- 
poſe no one will contend for; or elſe it muſt ſig- 
nify * a birth Loom pre-eminent above the 
whole creation.” Dana chere be any doubt 
with 
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eK ron verpov. More than this 1 think I need 


* Ran May: It erg ent 15 ahi: Auch 
is eſtablihing 3 is not the priority of our Lord's 
birth, but his ſuperior excellence and presemi- 
nence above all things; for in the cloſe of it he 
rg Iva yevyra e TacWw TEuTEAY ; | therefore all 
the preceding part was relative to his pre-emi- | 
nence. He was the Emwy Oe ru aopare; there- 
fore p TEUMN 5 ; he was: rgror e THING RTWEWG 
therefore, TpwTEVY ] he was Creator of all things, 
of every deſcription, therefore rh⁰uν, he was 
before all things; he was the Head of the 
Church; and finally, that in all things he might 
have the pre-eminence, he was '@pxy. mgwrordegs. ' 


not urge; and when Mr. Hodſon hath well 
weighed and conſidered this matter, I ſhould 
imagine he will become leſs ſanguine upon the 
ſubject, than he er to be n his preſent 
=: e e een eee eee 


f 1 
8 9 1 N i SJ. ART 
To. p 4 * ; 0 . 

* * *, * 8 N A A We . | Wa $ * 0 
BS... wa * "4 "BN 1 N f e * " & > a 3 . eis 
= — 4 | 4 . i 17 > ©! i - Z Ws * ** . 1 v 

"Mo. n 242 - * i 43 4.33483 1 

* $24 GAGE 7 5. "I. Te * 1 (> AY 7 TS) e 8 7 7 e n 
5 8 18 4 1 : ” * * , U . * A 

* . 1 * Wer 4 * a EY 
. 22 1 * $8? g . 
. 2 % 
— — —  — — a & 

” o 5 4 4 . . * 2 Y 1 ; . My - * 7 
Bf FD gt * es, a 

a s 


N 2 R r Ai 5, TURE; 


5 9 read and. P. 26. 1.2. fir na read .. P. 2. l. a. *. 
999 Is. n read ks s. P. 4 44. I. 11, read Polytheiſts. 


